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SECTION 1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The environmental impact report (EIR) process, as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 21000 et. seq.) as amended, requires the 
preparation of an objective, full-disclosure document to: a) inform agency decision makers and 
the general public of the direct and indirect environmental effects of a proposed action; 
b) identify, where feasible, mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any identified significant 
adverse impacts; and c) identify and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project which might 
lessen or avoid some or all of the identified significant impacts of the project. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS EIR 

The City of Long Beach (City) has prepared this EIR to address the potential environmental 
impacts associated with improvements to the Long Beach Airport (the Airport). The project is 
described in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. In conformance with CEQA (Public 
Resources Code 21000 et seq.), this EIR assesses the potential individual and cumulative 
impacts of the Proposed Project. The City, as the lead agency, will review and consider the 
Long Beach Airport EIR in its decision to approve, revise, or deny the project. 

1.3 PROJECT SETTING 

1.3.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Proposed Project would be implemented at Long Beach Airport in the City of Long Beach, 
Los Angeles County. The street address for the Airport is 4100 East Donald Douglas Drive, 
Long Beach, California. Aviation activities are located just north of Interstate-405 ("I-405") and 
generally bound by Cherry Avenue to the west, City of Lakewood and the Boeing Property to 
the north, and Lakewood Boulevard to the east. I-405 and several arterials surround the Airport; 
however, public access to the terminal area is gained only from Lakewood Boulevard on the 
east side of the Airport. The Proposed Project also provides for the potential use of Parcel O for 
possible temporary vehicular parking and for replacement tie-downs for general aviation aircraft 
when the additional aircraft parking spaces are provided. Parcel O is located on the southern 
portion of the Airport in the vicinity of Clark Avenue and Willow Street.  

1.3.2 PHYSICAL SETTING 

Presently, the Airport covers 1,166 acres and has five (5) runways, the longest being 10,000 
feet. The Airport serves commercial carriers, general aviation, and air cargo. The area 
surrounding the Airport is a mix of commercial, industrial and residential development.  

Surrounding uses include existing Boeing property and industrial uses in the City of Lakewood 
to the north. The City has approved a mixed-use development, known as Douglas Park, as a 
reuse plan for a portion of the Boeing property. The Skylinks Golf Course and the Airport 
Business Park are located to the east, and industrial and commercial uses to the south and 
west of the Airport. Residential development is located east of Clark Street and south of I-405. 

1.3.3 REGULATORY SETTING 

In 1981, the City of Long Beach adopted a noise control ordinance affecting the Airport that 
limited the number of air carrier flights at the Airport to 15 flights per day and required the use of 
quieter aircraft. The purpose of the ordinance was to reduce the “cumulative” noise generated 
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by the Airport. The ordinance was challenged by the commercial airlines in federal court. 
Following an injunction by the court, the City formed a task force and prepared an Airport Noise 
Compatibility Program, pursuant to Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") regulations.  

In an effort to resolve the protracted litigation, the City and the airlines entered into a stipulated 
settlement agreement. Under the settlement, the City Council would adopt a new Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. This was enacted as Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code and permits 
air carriers to operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day while commuter carriers are 
permitted to operate a minimum of 25 flights per day. There are provisions in the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance allowing the number of flights to be increased if the air carrier flights 
and commuter flights operate below their respective Community Noise Equivalent Level 
("CNEL") limits.1  

In 1990, while the City’s appeal to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals was pending, Congress 
passed the Airport Noise and Capacity Act ("ANCA"), which limited an airport operator’s right to 
control Stage 3 aircraft.2 Included within the ANCA legislation is a “grandfather” provision, which 
permits the City to continue to enforce the flight and noise restrictions that are contained in the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Chapter 16.43). In May 2003, the FAA reaffirmed the 
“grandfather” status of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance under ANCA. 

Additional discussion of the regulatory setting is provided in Section 2.2.2 of this EIR. 

1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Proposed Project provides improvements to the existing Airport Terminal Building and 
related facilities at the Airport in order to accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the 
Airport consistent with operational limitations of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and 
the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The Proposed Project includes construction of, or alteration to, 
the 13 areas listed and described below:  

• Holdrooms 
• Concession Area 
• Passenger Security Screening  
• Baggage Security Screening 
• Baggage Claim Devices 
• Baggage Service Office 
• Restrooms  
• Office Space 
• Ticketing Facilities 
• Airline Gates 
• Aircraft Parking Positions 
• Vehicular Parking  
• Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation 

The terminal area improvements are being designed to accommodate the 41 airline flights and 
25 commuter flights, passengers associated with those flights, and security requirements 
imposed by TSA. This number of flights is already permitted by Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal 
Code. This flight level is anticipated to result in approximately 4.2 million annual passengers 
(MAP) being served at the Airport. Considering all improvements, the size of the terminal area 
                                                 
1 The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance can be viewed at the Airport web site at www.lgb.org. 
2 A "Stage 3 aircraft" means an airplane that has been shown to comply with Stage 3 noise levels prescribed in 

FAR Part 36, Appendix C. 
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facilities would increase from 56,320 square feet to 102,850 square feet. There would also be 
additional area at the Airport that would be covered, though not enclosed in a building. The 
majority of all the improvements would occur in the vicinity of the existing Airport Terminal 
Building, the aircraft ramp area, and terminal area parking lot. However, by providing up to 
14 aircraft parking positions, the Proposed Project would displace general aviation aircraft that 
are located on land leased to Million Air Inc. The Proposed Project would relocate the general 
aviation aircraft to Parcel O, which is currently undeveloped and is located at the south end of 
runway. 

Though not a component of the Proposed Project, the EIR also addresses the impacts 
associated with up to 52 commercial flights and full utilization of 25 commuter flights. At the time 
the baseline for this EIR was established, there were no commuter flights operating out of the 
Airport.3 Subsequently, America West has initiated daily commuter flights and Delta and Smooth 
Flight Holdings have been conditionally granted commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are 
expected to be in regular service between December 2005 and Spring 2006. Both the full 
utilization of 25 commuter flights at the Airport and the potential increase of up to 11 commercial 
flights over current operational levels at the Airport (which are the minimum number of 
commercial flights allowed by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance) are not causally 
related to the project proposed facilities improvements. This is the maximum reasonable flight 
level that could potentially occur with optimized operational procedures and aircraft, and still be 
within the noise limits (“noise budget”) permitted by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance.4 
If the additional commercial flights occur, they will result from carrier decisions to optimize flight 
operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of 
specific terminal area facilities. 

The anticipated improvements are described in more detail in Section 2.5, Project Description.  

1.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVE 

The key project objective is to provide Airport facilities to accommodate the minimum permitted 
number of flights at the Airport (i.e., 41 commercial flights and 25 commuter flights) and the 
associated number of passengers served on those flights, in full compliance with all applicable 
fire, building, safety codes and other applicable standards.5 Associated with that objective is the 
commitment to compliance with the existing Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance adopted for 
the Airport, and maintaining the current character of the Airport Terminal Building as a Long 
Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark. The project objectives are provided in greater detail in 
Section 2.3, Project Objectives. 

                                                 
3  The CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) generally directs an EIR to use the physical environmental conditions in 

the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published as the baseline for the 
EIR. 

4 The permitted number of flights per day may be increased in each operator flight restriction category as long as 
the flights operate below the CNEL budgets for that category. In order for the number of flights to be increased 
and still comply with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance the airlines would have to optimize their flight 
operations. This would include using quieter aircraft and reducing the number of late night operations. Under 
optimal conditions, which have never been achieved at the Airport, the estimated number of increased flights 
would range between 7 and 11 flights. The EIR will consider 11 flights as a “worst-case” scenario. This is 
discussed in more detail in Section 3.6, Noise.  

5 As discussed in Section 2.2.2, Regulatory Setting, the City of Long Beach Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance 
(Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code) provides for a minimum of 41 daily commercial carrier flights and 25 
commuter flights. At the time the NOP was issued and the baseline for this EIR was established there were no 
commuter operations at the Airport. Subsequently, America West has initiated daily commuter flights and Delta 
and Smooth Flight Holdings have been conditionally granted commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are 
expected to be in regular service between December 2005 and Spring 2006. 
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1.6 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

CEQA requires that areas of controversy or unresolved issues be identified up front as part of 
the EIR. The number of aircraft operations has historically been an area of controversy in the 
City of Long Beach. As discussed in Section 2.2, Project Setting, there has been a history of 
litigation and community discourse over the noise associated with commercial air service at the 
Airport since at least 1981, when the City adopted the Airport Noise Control Ordinance. With 
settlement of long-standing Airport noise litigation and the adoption of the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance in February 1995, basic parameters for the number of aircraft 
operations and noise levels were established. However, a number of concerns related to the 
issue of the number of aircraft, facilities serving the commercial flights, and airport noise still 
remain. The following are concerns expressed by members of the community through the 
scoping process. However, it should be noted, that while these issues have been raised, they 
are not necessarily directly related to the project being evaluated in this EIR.  

• Through the scoping process for this EIR the concern has been identified that by 
providing additional Airport terminal area capacity and increasing the number of aircraft 
gates there would be increased pressure to revoke or amend the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. Though the project does not propose any modifications to the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance there is concern by the community that regional 
planning agencies have identified a need for additional airport capacity in the southern 
California region. The concern is that by providing improved facilities, other agencies, 
such as FAA, may look to the Airport to serve a greater amount of the regional demand. 
However, it should be noted that in May 2003, the FAA reaffirmed the “grandfather” 
status of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance under Airport Noise and Capacity Act 
(ANCA). ANCA is discussed in Section 2.2, Project Setting. Additionally, if the City were 
to take action to modify the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, CEQA documentation 
would be required to address the impacts associated with the modifications to the 
Ordinance.  

• As discussed in Section 3.6, Noise, the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance provides 
noise thresholds or “noise budgets” for various types of aircraft. While the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance provides for a minimum of 25 commuter flights, historically there 
have been very few commuter flight operations. Some members of the community have 
expressed a concern that by providing additional facilities that would serve commuter 
aircraft, the project would encourage commuter operations at the Airport, resulting in 
greater impacts than currently are experienced. Given that commuter aircraft could 
operate out of the existing facilities, market factors rather than provision of additional 
aircraft gates designed for commuter aircraft would have greater influence on whether 
commuter airlines operate out of the Airport. As discussed above, America West has 
initiated daily commuter flights and Delta and Smooth Flight Holdings have been 
conditionally granted commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are expected to be in 
regular service between December 2005 and Spring 2006. 

In recognition of the concern associated with any increase in flight levels over current 
levels, the EIR has addressed the potential impacts associated with the full utilization of 
25 commuter flights, even though these flights have already been provided for as part of 
the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and were addressed in the 1995 
environmental documentation for the Ordinance.  

• Several members of the community have suggested that the size of the Airport terminal 
area facilities could be reduced if flights were scheduled throughout the day rather than 
allowing peaks during the day. While the City regulates the timing of operations through 
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enforcement of the curfew, the scheduling of individual flights is done by the airlines and 
is a function of market demand.  

• The community expressed concern that the Airport is a source of pollutants that 
substantially contribute to health risks to those residents and sensitive uses surrounding 
the Airport. The concern expressed is that any increase in operations would increase 
these impacts. In response to this concern, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) has been 
prepared for the Proposed Project. The HRA addresses not only the terminal area 
improvements, but also the possible addition of the 11 commercial carrier flights and the 
full utilization of the 25 commuter flights. The findings of the Health Risk Assessment are 
presented in Section 3.2, Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment. In addition the 
potential to encounter asbestos and lead based paint has been identified in Section 3.4, 
Hazards and Hazardous Material. 

• Some members of the community felt that air monitoring and actual testing of people 
surrounding the Airport should be done as part of the HRA. Protocol for the preparation 
of the HRA was coordinated with the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) and the Air Resources Board (ARB). These agencies provided direction on 
how the HRA should be prepared and did not identify a need for air monitoring or testing 
of residents of Long Beach as part of the technical study for this EIR. 

1.7 EIR FOCUS AND EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

In accordance with Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared an Initial 
Study/Environmental Checklist for the Proposed Project and distributed it along with the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) to responsible and interested agencies, and key interest groups. 
Additionally, scoping meetings were held (Section 2.4, Project History for a discussion of the 
scoping process). Copies of the NOP/Initial Study, distribution list, and NOP responses are 
included in Appendix A.  

The Initial Study determined that an EIR is required to evaluate the potentially significant 
environmental effects on the Proposed Project. The EIR addresses all the potential significant 
effects identified in the environmental checklist. In addition, the EIR provides a discussion of 
several other issues that were determined not to be significant but will assist the reader in 
developing a better understanding of the project and the environment in which it would be 
implemented. In accordance with Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the following 
items were checked “No Impact” or “Less Than Significant Impact,” and do not warrant further 
evaluation in the EIR: 

• Aesthetics − The project is not located within the viewshed of a designated scenic vista 
or state scenic highway. Improvements would be limited to the area surrounding the 
existing Airport Terminal Building and would have minimal affect outside the immediate 
area. The project would not impact any trees or rock outcroppings.  

Though the project would result in new lighting at the Airport including, but not limited to, 
the lighting surrounding the holdrooms, on pedestrian walkways, the parking structure, 
and apron areas, the improvements and associated lighting would be limited to the area 
immediately adjacent to the Airport Terminal. This lighting would be adequate for 
operation, but would not result in an adverse effect on day or night views in the area 
because lighting would be required to comply with FAA rules and regulations pertaining 
to minimizing glare and shielding lighting from pilots. The terminal area is set back from 
other uses off the Airport and is not directly visible from view sensitive uses, such as 
residential development. The closest existing residential development to the Airport 
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Terminal area is approximately 3,300 feet to the east and is separated by commercial 
uses and the Skylinks Golf Course.  

The EIR does address aesthetic impacts at the Airport due to changes in the vicinity of 
the Airport Terminal. However, it does not address visual impacts associated with scenic 
highways, impacts to natural resources, or from views from adjacent neighborhoods.  

• Agricultural Resources − The Proposed Project would not result in any impacts to 
farmlands listed as “Prime,” “Unique,” or of “Statewide Importance” based on the 2002 
Los Angeles County Important Farmland Map prepared by the Department of 
Conservation. The study area is generally designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.” 
There would be no conflict with Williamson Act contracts or result in pressure to convert 
farmland to other uses.  

• Biological Resources − The proposed Airport improvements would be constructed on a 
portion of the Airport that is currently developed/paved to support airport-associated 
activities. The project would not have any direct impact on biological resources because 
it would not result in the removal of any sensitive habitat or impact any sensitive species. 
The project would not change the type of operations or operational procedures at the 
Airport; therefore, the project would not result in substantial interference with the 
movement of wildlife or migration of birds. Given the history of flights at the Airport, it can 
be assumed that the existing wildlife has habituated to the noise and other indirect 
impacts associated with aircraft operations. Additionally, as part of the regular operation 
of the Airport, the City has incorporated measures such as a Bird Hazard Reduction 
Plan, to reduce potential direct impacts to wildlife species. The Airport has also 
contracted with a falconer who traps and relocates raptors from the runways and 
approach ends of the Airport.  

• Geology and Soils − The area of the proposed improvements is relatively flat and with 
the exception of Parcel O is currently covered by an impervious surface. Construction 
activities would expose the underlying soils; however, the overall area exposed would be 
limited. The project site would not be prone to geotechnical constraints such as slope 
instability or landslides because the site is relatively flat. Though all of southern 
California is exposed to seismic hazards, the Long Beach Seismic Safety Element of the 
General Plan indicates the site would have a low potential for liquefaction. Additionally, a 
recent geotechnical survey conducted by the City of Long Beach for the existing parking 
structure at the Airport concluded that the potential for the site to be significantly 
impacted by earthquakes, seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, substantial 
soil erosion, or unstable or expansive soil is limited. Implementation of standard 
conditions, such as compliance with the Uniform Building Code and seismic safety 
standards would reduce the risks to a level of less than significant. No septic tanks are 
proposed as part of the project.  

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials − The project would not result in a significant hazard 
from the transport of hazardous materials. Nor would the project alter the Airport’s 
practices regarding the handling of hazardous materials, fueling, or other maintenance 
or operational procedures.  

The project is consistent with the provisions of the Airport Land Use Plan, in that it is 
providing facilities to support the ongoing airport operations. The project does not 
propose any changes in the number of flights, the flight patterns, or the operational 
procedures at the Airport that would result in increased safety hazards offsite.  
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The project would not alter or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Access to the project site is off of Lakewood Boulevard, 
which is not designated as an evacuation route.  

The project site is not located in an area subject to wildland fires. The area surrounding 
the Airport is urbanized and the conditions for wildland fires do not exist in close 
proximity.  

The EIR does not provide a discussion of handling of hazardous materials and transport 
of hazardous materials; consistency with the Airport Land Use Plan; conflict with 
evacuation routes; or wildland fires.  

• Hydrology and Water Quality − The Proposed Project involves the development of 
improvements to the terminal area. The improvements would not result in a substantial 
increase in impervious soil, or result in increased runoff. Only development of Parcel O 
would result in the increase of impervious area. This development would not alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or affect the quality or quantity of the groundwater 
table. 

The Federal Clean Water Act establishes a framework for regulating potential surface 
water quality impacts, mandating sewage treatment, and regulating wastewater 
discharges, and requires communities and industries to obtain National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permits to discharge storm water to urban 
storm sewer systems. The NPDES program is administered by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards ("RWQCB"). The Airport has its own separate Industrial 
NPDES permit that it must comply with (CAS000001/WDID 4B19S004985). The 
Industrial Permit is generally more stringent than the Municipal Storm Water Permit 
because it treats the Airport as a point source discharge, rather than a non-point 
discharge. The Permit requires the Airport and its tenants to maintain a number of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and requires the Airport to conduct periodic testing of 
stormwater runoff. Through this program the City would be able to identify pollutant 
levels in excess of established thresholds. Monitoring in past years has not identified 
water quality issues associated with the Airport. The requirements of this permit, which 
applies to the entire Airport site, would address the long-term water quality issues 
associated with the Proposed Project.  

Construction activities that disturbs more than one acre would also have to abide by the 
State issued State Water Resources Control Board Order 99-08 General Permit 
CAS000002. As part of this process, the Airport would be required to prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP is required to identify BMPs for 
the control of potential erosion, siltation, and other water quality impacts that may occur 
during construction. A SWPPP typically contains a list of target structural and non-
structural best management practices, which would be used to control, prevent, remove, 
or reduce pollution. In addition to the requirements of the NPDES program, provisions of 
the Uniform Building Code, grading permits requirements, and Fire Code provisions 
include elements that also require reduction of erosion and sedimentation impacts.  

Hydrology and water quality is not discussed in the EIR. 

• Land Use and Planning – Under the Land Use section, the CEQA checklists asks if the 
project would physically divide an established neighborhood. The Proposed Project 
would not result in any direct impacts to an established community because all 
improvements would occur onsite. Since there would be no physical impacts offsite, this 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\1.0 Executive Summary-110305.doc 1-8 Executive Summary 

has not be discussed in the EIR. Additionally, the CEQA checklist asks if would be a 
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan. There is not an adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan adopted for the project area. The project site is developed and would 
not provide high value habitat. Consistency with this type of planning effort has not be 
discussed in the EIR. 

• Mineral Resources – The project site has not been identified by the California Division of 
Mines and Geology ("CDMG") as having mineral commodities in sufficient quantities to 
be mined commercially. The EIR does not analyze impacts to mineral resources. 

• Population and Housing – The Proposed Project would not result in the displacement of 
housing or a large number of people. The Proposed Project would not result in increased 
flight levels or substantially increase employment levels that would result in an increased 
demand for housing in the area. Population and housing has not be discussed in the 
EIR; however, the potential for growth inducing impacts is included in the EIR. 

• Public Services – The project would not increase the demand on public schools, parks, 
or other public services because it would not result in an increase in population in the 
project area. These services have not be discussed in the EIR. Potential impacts to 
police and fire services are discussed in the EIR. 

• Recreation − The project would not generate any increase in population or provide 
development that would result in increased usage of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks. There would not be any physical deterioration to existing recreation facilities due 
to the project. This issue has not be analyzed in the EIR. 

• Utilities and Service Systems − Though the project would be expected to have an 
incremental increase in water demand and wastewater production because there would 
be additional facilities, this would only result in slight increases in peak flow rates. The 
overall increases would not be substantial enough to require expansion of existing 
facilities. For the Airport, the number of passengers being served is more of a 
determining factor in the generation for wastewater rather than the size of the facilities. 
Given that the number of passengers being served would be the same with any of the 
alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, the project would not be expected to 
exceed capacity of existing facilities. The project would not require a water supply 
assessment pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 610 because the size of the improvements is 
well below the thresholds used in SB 610 or the State Water Code. As part of routine 
plan check, a Fire Flow Test may be required, though based on discussion with the Long 
Beach Water Department, the 12 inch water main in Lakewood Boulevard would have 
sufficient capacity to provide necessary water supply to meet demand. Impacts 
associated with water service and wastewater treatment have not be analyzed in the 
EIR. 

The project would have the potential to increase the amount of solid waste both through 
construction and operation of the new facilities. Though the number of passengers would 
be consistent for each of the project alternatives, it is reasonable to assume that 
additional waste would be generated with the new facilities because there would be 
increased concessions and better facilities where passengers may be more inclined to 
use the concession areas. However, this incremental increase would not be expected to 
result in a significant impact. The City of Long Beach has developed programs to divert 
the amount of refuse that is sent to landfills through waste reduction, recycling, and 
business and government source reduction programs. Additionally, a standard 
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specification in all City contracts requires that the contractor recycle such construction 
wastes so these materials are not disposed of in landfills. Further evaluation of this issue 
was determined not to be necessary. 

1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR 

This document has been divided into nine sections. The hard copy (paper) version of the 
document is bound in two volumes. The electronic version of the document is on one compact 
disk. The first chapter is a summary chapter that provides an overview of the project and 
potential environmental impacts. Section 2.0 provides the project description of the Proposed 
Project and the three alternatives being evaluated at a comparable level of detail. Section 2.0 
also outlines the project objectives and intended uses of the EIR. Section 3.0 provides the 
environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures associated with nine topical areas. For 
each topical area, the thresholds for determining the significance of an impact have been 
identified. Section 4.0 provides alternatives analysis. Section 5.0 discusses the potential long-
term implications of the Proposed Project, including growth inducing impacts and cumulative 
impacts. All the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are compiled in Section 6.0 to facilitate 
a review of the measures proposed for adoption as part of this project. Section 7.0 lists the 
references used in preparing the EIR. Section 8.0 lists the preparers and contributors to the 
document. A glossary of terms is provided in Section 9.0. 

As previously indicated, the document is presented in two volumes. The second volume 
contains the technical appendices. The technical appendices include the NOP, responses to the 
NOP, transcripts from the scoping meeting, and the technical studies prepared for the project.  

1.9 REFERENCED DOCUMENTS AND AVAILABILITY OF STUDIES AND REPORTS 

Copies of this Draft EIR, the technical appendices, and cited or referenced studies or reports 
are available for review at the City of Long Beach, Planning and Building Department, 333 West 
Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach, Fourth Floor. The EIR and technical appendices are also 
available for review on the City of Long Beach website (www.lgb.org) and in the following 
libraries: 

Alamitos Neighborhood Library Bay Shore Neighborhood Library 
1836 East Third Street 195 Bay Shore 
Long Beach, CA 90802 Long Beach, CA 90803 

Brewitt Neighborhood Library  Burnett Neighborhood Library 
4036 East Anaheim Street 560 East Hill Street 
Long Beach, CA 90804 Long Beach, CA 90806 

Dana Neighborhood Library  El Dorado Neighborhood Library 
3680 Atlantic Avenue 2900 Studebaker Road 
Long Beach, CA 90807 Long Beach, CA 90815 

Los Altos Neighborhood Library Mark Twain Neighborhood Library 
5614 Britton 1325 East Anaheim Street 
Long Beach, CA 90815 Long Beach, CA 90813 

North Neighborhood Library  Ruth Bach Neighborhood Library 
5571 Orange Avenue 4055 Bellflower Boulevard 
Long Beach, CA 90805 Long Beach, CA 90806 
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Bret Harte Neighborhood Library  Main Library 
1595 West Willow Street 101 Pacific Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90810 Long Beach, CA 90822 

Iacoboni Library  Signal Hill Library 
5571 Orange Avenue 1770 East Hill Street 
Lakewood, CA 90712 Signal Hill, CA 90755 

1.10 SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Table 1.10-1 presents a brief summary of the potential significant environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project, measures to mitigate project impacts to the extent feasible, and the expected 
status of effects following the implementation of the mitigation program.  

The Proposed Project provides an opportunity to improve future conditions at the Airport. 
Table 1.10-1 presents components of the mitigation program that are not required to mitigate 
impacts of the Proposed Project, but have been recommended because they will provide long 
term general benefit to the community. Italicized type distinguishes these measures from the 
mitigation measures required to address impacts of the Proposed Project. 

The mitigation program is comprised of project design features (PDF), standard conditions and 
regulations, and mitigation measures, which all serve to reduce potential environmental impacts. 
The more detailed evaluation of these issues, as well as the full text of the mitigation program, is 
presented in Section 3.0 and also duplicated in Section 6.0. The lengthier of the mitigation 
measures are summarized in the Table 1.10-1. A number is provided at the end of each 
summarized measure in the table, which provides the number reference of the full text in the 
mitigation program. The mitigation measures identify who is responsible, when the action would 
be implemented and who would be the approving authority, if applicable. The abbreviation PDF 
refers to the Project Design Feature that has been incorporated into the project, SC is the 
standard condition that would applicable to the project and MM is the mitigation measure being 
proposed. The mitigation monitoring program will be developed using the full text of the 
mitigation program. In Table 1.10-1, the significance of each impact is indicated by the following 
abbreviations that parenthetically follow the summary description of the effect: B=beneficial, 
S=significant impact, LS=impact that is less than significant according to the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and NI=no impact. 
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TABLE 1.10-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Aesthetics (Section 3.1) 
The Planned Development zoning regulations and 
design guidelines establish standards for improvements 
at the Airport that address potential visual impacts. The 
design of the Proposed Project would comply with 
applicable design standards for development at the 
Airport. (NI) 

Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure 
that all development complies with the development standards and 
design guidelines contained in Ordinance No. C-7496, Development and 
Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned 
Development Plan (PD-12). (SC 3.1-1) 

Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall 
ensure that any new construction proposed adjacent to the Terminal 
building or attached onto it shall comply with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing 
Historic buildings, and more specifically, the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). (SC 3.1-2) 

Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall 
ensure that all development shall comply with the May 7, 1990 MOU 
adopted by the City Council and Cultural Heritage Commission providing 
guidelines for future environmental review of the Airport Terminal building 
(the MOU is contained in Appendix B). (SC 3.1-3) 

No Impact. 

The Proposed Project would alter views of the project 
site during construction activities, potentially resulting in 
short-term aesthetic impacts. (SI) 

During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure 
that construction materials and equipment staging areas be located away 
from existing residential uses and, when feasible, appropriate screening 
(i.e., temporary fencing with opaque material) shall be used to buffer 
views of the construction site. (MM 3.1-1) 

During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure 
that temporary construction-related security lighting shall be arranged so 
that direct rays will not shine on or produce glare for adjacent street 
traffic and residential uses. The light fixtures specified for the Project 
design must comply with the standard of the Illuminating Engineering 
Society for full cutoff capability. (MM 3.1-2) 

Less than significant.  

The Proposed Project would result in construction 
activities and expansion of the terminal facilities. This 
could result in light and glare impacts associated with 
security lighting and light emanating from the proposed 
improvements. (SI) 

Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure 
that all exterior lighting be designed and located as to avoid intrusive 
effects on the runway operations, so as not to result in an air safety 
hazard. Low-intensity street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting 
shall be used throughout the development to the extent feasible. Lighting 
fixtures shall use shielding, if necessary to prevent spill lighting on 
adjacent off-site uses. (MM 3.1-3) 

Less than significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure 
that all development projects use reflective glass that is less than 
20 percent and all other materials used on exterior buildings and 
structures shall be selected with attention to minimizing reflective glare. 
(MM 3.1-4) 

Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment (Section 3.2) 
Project related construction activities would result in 
significant short-term construction related air quality 
impact for NOX and VOC. (SI) 

During construction of the Proposed Project, the City and its contractors 
will be required to comply with regional rules that would assist in reducing 
short-term air pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air 
pollutant emissions should not create a nuisance off-site. SCAQMD Rule 
403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with the best available 
control measures so the presence of such dust does not remain visible in 
the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. 
(SC 3.2-1) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that all 
building materials, architectural coatings, and cleaning solvents comply 
with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations. (SC 3.2-2) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce 
general contractors to ensure that all construction equipment is properly 
tuned and maintained in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 
(MM 3.2-1) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce 
general contractors to maintain and operate construction equipment so 
as to minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, engines on trucks 
and vehicles in loading and unloading queues will be turned off when not 
in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction activities should be 
phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. (MM 3.2-2) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce 
general contractors sweep streets as needed during construction, but not 
more frequently than hourly, if visible soil material has been carried onto 
adjacent public roads. (MM 3.2-3) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce 
general contractors to visually inspect construction equipment prior to 
leaving the site; loose dirt shall be washed off with wheel washers as 
necessary. (MM 3.2-4) 

Significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
 During construction, the City shall coordinate with the contractor to 

maximize the ability to power construction activity utilizing electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators, 
to the extent possible. (MM 3.2-5) 

The contract specifications shall require that all on-site mobile equipment 
used during construction shall be powered by alternative fuel sources 
(i.e., methanol, natural gas, propane, or butane) where feasible. (MM 3.2-
6) 

During construction the City of Long Beach shall provide a location and 
require the contractor to store all construction equipment used in the 
project construction within the project site (away from adjacent residential 
areas) to reduce the impact on the roadway system and the resultant air 
emissions. On-site construction equipment staging areas and 
construction worker parking lots shall be located on either paved 
surfaces or unpaved surfaces that are periodically treated with non-toxic 
soil stabilizers. (MM 3.2-7) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce the 
contractor to schedule all deliveries related to construction activities that 
affect traffic flow during off-peak hours (e.g., 10:00 am and 3:00 pm) and 
deliveries shall be coordinated to achieve consolidated truck trips. When 
traffic flow is impacted by the movement of construction materials and/or 
equipment, temporary traffic controls shall be provided to improve traffic 
flow (e.g., flag person). (MM 3.2-8) 

The contract specifications shall require all on-site heavy-duty 
construction equipment shall be equipped with diesel particulate traps 
where feasible .to the extent that this equipment is available at the time 
the contracts are awarded. (MM 3.2-9) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that 
emulsified diesel fuel will be used in diesel-fueled construction equipment 
that is not equipped with diesel particulate traps to reduce NOX 
emissions. (MM 3.2-10) 

 

Though no impact has been identified associated with 
long term use of the terminal facility, through application 
of standard conditions pertaining to project design and 
operation of the Airport air emissions would be 
minimized. (LS)  

As part of project design, the City of Long Beach shall ensure the 
terminal area improvements are designed and constructed to meets 
LEED specifications. (PDF 3.2-1) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that 
the design of the terminal improvements meet LEED standards. All new 

Beneficial. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
and substantially modified buildings shall meet California Title 24 Energy 
Efficiency standards for water heating, space heating and cooling, to the 
extent feasible. (SC 3.2-3) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that all 
new and modified point source facilities (e.g., utility equipment, fuel 
storage and dispensing) obtain all required permits from the SCAQMD. 
To obtain these permits, the facilities will need to include Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) that reduces emissions of criteria pollutants. 
(SC 3.2-4) 

The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that all 
exterior lighting use color-corrected low sodium lighting. (SC 3.2-5) 

The following measures are recommended where the Proposed Project 
would have an opportunity to further reduce emissions resulting in a net 
benefit from the Proposed Project. 

During project design, the architect shall provide that all fixtures used for 
lighting exterior common areas are regulated by automatic devices to 
turn off lights when they are not needed. (MM 3.2-11) 

As part of the air carrier ramp design, the City of Long Beach shall 
incorporate electric charging stations infrastructure to support operation 
of electric GSE and other on-airport vehicles. (MM 3.2-12) 

As part of the air carrier ramp design, preconditioned air and 400 Hz 
power from electric units (or electric power grid) will incorporate 
provisions at the commercial passenger aircraft parking positions to allow 
aircraft pilots the ability to plug in at the gate and turn off the APU. (MM 
3.2-13) 

Ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel will be provided for diesel-fueled GSE that are 
not readily convertible to electrical power. (MM 3.2-14) 

Through its lease language with them, the City of Long Beach shall 
require the airlines to comply with the South Coast GSE Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) signed by the airlines and CARB in December 
2002 or replacement agreements and/or regulations. Through the 
implementation of MM 3.2-12 and MM 3.2-13, the Airport will design the 
infrastructure necessary to assist airlines in complying with the GSE 
MOU. The GSE MOU includes provisions for retrofitting diesel GSE with 
particulate traps where feasible. Therefore, compliance with the GSE 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
MOU will reduce PM10 and PM2.5 impacts as well as NOX and VOC 
emissions. (MM 3.2-15) 

Cultural Resources (Section 3.3) 
The Proposed Project would result in alterations to a 
designated historical landmark. (SI)  

 

Project design incorporates the following guidance documents to protect 
the historic integrity of the existing terminal: (1) May 7, 1990, 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) by the Neighborhood and Historic 
Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach providing guidelines for 
future environmental review of the Airport terminal building; (2) Secretary 
of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic 
buildings;(3) Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport 
Terminal Planned Development Plan Ordinance adopted by the City 
Council on September 2, 1997; (4) the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance 
(Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code); and (5) a memorandum on 
considerations for new construction prepared by PCR (June 22, 2005). 
(PDF 3.3-1) 

In compliance with Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code no permits for the 
alteration, remodel, enlarging, or improvements to the Airport Terminal, 
shall be issued prior to review by the Cultural Heritage Commission and 
issuance by the Commission of a certificate of appropriateness. 
(SC 3.3-3) 

As part of Airport Terminal design, the project architect shall place any 
connection between the new structure and the 1941 Airport Terminal 
beneath the existing cornice, to be consistent with the Streamline 
Moderne design. (MM 3.3-1) 

As part of Airport Terminal design, the project architect shall ensure that 
window treatments reference the style of the original Airport Terminal 
windows. (MM 3.3-2) 

The windows on the south elevation, first story, were removed and the 
spaces filled in during the 1984 improvements. One section now exhibits 
a tile mosaic, which shall be left in place. As part of Airport Terminal 
design, the window closest to the southwest corner wall shall be returned 
or replicated to its original appearance, if feasible (Secretary’s Standard 
#6). (MM 3.3-3) 

During project design, the project architect shall reference the style of the 
doorframes on the east and south facades for the new doorway proposed 
for the north side of the building. (MM 3.3-4) 

Less than significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
The exterior material should be compatible in type, color and finish to the 
existing material used on the original Airport Terminal building. 
(MM 3.3-5) 

During project design, the proposed shelter/ticketing area on either side 
of the existing Airport Terminal shall be scaled down. This can be done 
with either a lower profile, possibly with a flat roof that fits in visually with 
the horizontal nature of the architectural style of the Airport Terminal. 
(MM 3.3-6) 

Because of the low probability of discovery of 
archaeological and paleontological resources, impacts 
were determined to be less than significant. 
Implementation of standard conditions would ensure less 
than impacts if resources were discovered during 
construction. (LS) 

Should any archaeological resources be uncovered during grading or 
excavation activities, these activities shall be diverted to a part of the site 
away from the find, and a qualified archaeologist shall be contracted by 
the contractor to: (1) ascertain the significance of the resource; 
(2) establish protocol with the project applicant to protect such resources; 
(3) ascertain the presence of additional resources; and (4) provide 
additional monitoring of the site, if deemed appropriate. If human remains 
are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles County Coroner shall be 
contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of Section 
15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed. (SC 3.3-1) 

If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a 
determination of origin and disposition of the materials pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified 
of the find immediately. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, 
the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC). The NAHC will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent 
(MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized 
representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The 
descendent must complete the inspection within 24 hours of notification 
by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend scientific removal and 
nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with 
Native American burials. (SC 3.3-2) 

Should any paleontological resources be uncovered during grading or 
excavation activities, the construction contractor shall divert activities to a 
part of the site away from the find, and a qualified paleontologist shall be 
contracted by the contractor to: (1) ascertain the significance of the 
resource; (2) establish protocol with the project applicant to protect such 
resources; (3) ascertain the presence of additional resources; and 

Less than significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
(4) provide additional monitoring of the site, if deemed appropriate. If 
human remains are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles County 
Coroner shall be contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of 
Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed. (SC 3.3-4) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 3.4) 
During construction, asbestos containing materials 
could be disturbed and introduced into the environment. 
(SI) 

Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 (SC 3.4-3 and SC 3.4-4) 

Prior to the initiation of demolition/construction, the Contractor shall 
develop an approved Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) in the 
event that unanticipated/unknown environmental contaminants are 
encountered during construction. The plan shall be developed to protect 
workers, safeguard the environment, and meet the requirements of the 
CCR, Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous 
Substances. The Plan shall include measures for handling any unknown 
wastes or suspect materials discovered during construction by the 
Contractor, which he/she believes may involve hazardous waste or 
hazardous materials. 

The HSCP should be prepared as a supplemental to the Contractor’s 
Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan, which should be prepared to meet 
the requirements of CCR Title 8, Construction Safety Orders. (MM 3.4-1) 

Less than significant. 

During construction, lead-based paint could be 
introduced into the environment. (SI) 

Prior to the demolition of any on-site building or portion of any on-site 
building constructed prior to 1973, the City shall screen the buildings for 
lead-based pain and mitigate in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local regulatory requirements. (MM 3.4-2) MM 3.4-1, provided 
above would also apply to this potential impact. 

Less than significant. 

During grading activities at Parcel O, DDT could be 
introduced into the environment. (SI) 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall test the soil for 
aerially deposited lead and dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT). As a 
result of soil testing, should aerially deposited lead or DDT be found in 
quantities that exceed acceptable thresholds, the applicant shall develop 
a remediation program to dispose of soil material properly. (SC 3.4-9) 
MM 3.4-1, provided above would also apply to this potential impact. 

Less than significant. 

During construction, hazardous materials could be 
transported onto the Airport adjacent to school sites 
along Willow Street. (SI) 

As part of the contract specification, a haul route, which could include 
Willow Street, shall be designated by the City Engineer, or his designee. 
During construction, the City Engineer, or his designee shall instruct 
every contractor that no hazardous or acutely hazardous materials may 
be transported onto the Airport via Willow Street to avoid potential 
impacts within one-quarter mile of the Alpert Jewish Community Center, 
where school programs are conducted. (MM 3.4-4) 

Less than significant. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Project design and existing regulations would ensure the 
operation of the Proposed Project improvements would 
minimize potential impacts associated with the handling 
of hazardous materials. (NI) 

The proposed terminal improvements would be constructed in a manner 
consistent with LEED standards, which among other things, would 
minimize potential hazards and hazardous waste impacts. (PDF 3.4-1)  

The Proposed Project and any additional flights associated with optimize 
flight operations would be required to comply with the provisions of the 
Long Beach Airport Certification Manual and Long Beach Airport Rules 
and Regulations pertaining to the handling, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. (SC 3.4-1) 

The Contractor shall develop a SWPPP to minimize potential short-term 
significant hazardous materials impacts associated with construction 
activities. (SC 3.4-2) 

The City Engineer, or his designee, shall verify that every contractor 
transporting or handling hazardous materials and/or wastes during 
project implementation has permits and licenses from all relative health 
and regulatory agencies to operate and properly manifest all hazardous 
or California regulated material. (SC 3.4-5) 

The Airport shall comply with the Airport Industrial NPDES permit 
(CAS000001/WDID 4B19S004985). Construction activities that disturbs 
more than one acre shall abide by the State issued State Water 
Resources Control Board Order 99-08 General Permit CAS000002. As 
part of this process, the Airport would be required to prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). (SC 3.4-6) 

Construction of the Proposed Project shall be in compliance with local 
and State construction and building requirements and regulations, 
including the Uniform Building Code. (SC 3.4-7) 

During demolition and excavation activities and during preparation of the 
geotechnical study in the design phase, the City shall have a qualified 
inspector onsite to inspect and sample the soil for contaminants. If 
observations during demolition activities indicate that site soil is affected 
by contaminants, demolition work should be stopped in the area involved 
until an analysis of the soil conditions can be performed and additional 
recommendations evaluated and performed as necessary. (MM 3.4-3) 

Less than significant. 

Land Use (Section 3.5) 
No impacts were identified with the Proposed Project. No mitigation is required. No impacts. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Noise (Section 3.6) 
Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in 
noise levels in excess of the noise levels specified in the 
Long Beach Noise Ordinance if heavy construction 
equipment associated with grading and paving are used. 

The contractor shall comply with the City of Long Beach Noise Ordinance 
pertaining to limitations on construction activities to the extent feasible 
while minimizing any potential conflicts with aviation activities. (SC 3.6-2) 

The City shall conduct noise measurements during any night construction 
on Parcel O where such construction involves the use of heavy 
construction equipment such as front loaders, tractors, graders, paving 
machines, jackhammers or similar devices. Such measurements shall be 
made near the homes located directly across Clark Avenue from Parcel 
O. If any night measurement exceeds the limits specified in Sections 
8.80.150 and 8.80.160 of the Long Beach Municipal Code as a result of 
the construction activity, the operation shall be terminated until such time 
that a construction noise mitigation plan can be put into effect that will 
result in compliance with the night time noise limits. Note that in the case 
where ambient noise levels exceed the noise limits specified in Section 
8.80.160, the allowable noise exposure standard shall be increased per 
Section 8.80.150 [C] of the Municipal Code to reflect ambient levels. (MM 
3.6-1) 

Less than significant. 

The Proposed Project would not result in any project 
related noise impacts. (NI) 

The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance would apply to continued 
operations at the Airport. All future operations would need to be 
consistent with the provisions of the ordinance. (SC 3.6-1) 

No impact.  

Public Services (Section 3.7) 
The Proposed Project would not result in any significant 
impacts to police and fire services. The improvements 
would have beneficial effects on security (TSA and 
Airport security) by providing enhanced facilities. (B) 

The Proposed Project would reduce overcrowding and provide an 
expanded baggage screening area, which would also be enclosed to 
protect sensitive screening equipment. (PDF 3.7-1) 

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City’s contractor shall 
prepare a Traffic Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency 
access is maintained at the Airport during construction. As part of the 
Traffic Control Plan the contractor shall alert emergency and security 
service providers of the construction activities for each phase of 
construction. The Traffic Control Plan shall be submitted to the City 
Traffic Engineer for approval. (SC 3.7-1) 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
 During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, 

FAA, and all applicable standards including City of Long Beach fire code, 
building code, and safety code. Long Beach Fire Department shall review 
and approve design plans as part of the site plan review and building 
permit processes. (SC 3.7-2) 

During construction activities, the relocation or modification of TSA 
facilities shall be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no 
compromise to the TSA function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability 
to perform its passenger and baggage security screening activities. 
(SC 3.7-3) 

Prior to initiation of any modifications to the airfield side, the contractor 
shall provide a Construction Phasing Implementation Plan, meeting the 
approval of the Airport Manager. The Plan shall demonstrate how 
construction activities will be conducted and that all applicable FAA 
airfield safety requirements are being met. In addition, the contractor 
shall prepare a safety plan and participate in on-going weekly safety 
meetings during construction. (SC 3.7-4) 

 

Traffic and Circulation (Section 3.8) 
The Proposed Project provides an opportunity to 
improve existing and future conditions at the Airport. (NI) 

A component of the Proposed Project is the provision of a new parking 
structure that would accommodate 4,000 vehicles. (PDF 3.8-1) 

The project would include the extension of the south side of the Donald 
Douglas Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard, with eastbound 
right turn only to southbound access on to Lakewood Boulevard. 
(PDF 3.8-2) 

With the construction of the parking structure, existing surface parking 
would be displaced. To address potential parking demand during 
construction, Parcel O would be developed to serve parking demand not 
met by existing facilities. (PDF 3.8-3)  

As part of contract specification, the Airport shall require all construction 
trucks to access the Airport terminal area via the I-605 to I-405 and 
Lakewood Boulevard. Construction vehicles accessing Parcel O shall 
use this route and access the construction site off of Clark Avenue or 
Willow Street. (SC 3.8-1) 

Beneficial. 
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1.11 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION PROGRAM FOR THE OPTIMIZED 
FLIGHTS SCENARIO 

Table 1.11-1 presents a brief summary of the potential significant environmental effects of the 
Optimized Flights scenario. As with the Proposed Project which is discussed above, the 
mitigation program for the Optimized Flights scenario is comprised of project design features, 
standard conditions, and mitigation measures, which all serve to reduce potential environmental 
impacts. The more detailed evaluation of these issues, as well as the full text of the mitigation 
program, are presented in Section 3.0 and are duplicated in their entirety in Section 6.0. As with 
Table 1.10-1, the lengthier mitigation measures are summarized in the table and a number is 
provided at the end of each summarized measure, which provides the number reference of the 
full text in the mitigation program. Additionally, mitigation measures that would provide a benefit 
to the community but are not required to reduce an impact associated with the Optimized Flights 
scenario is shown in italicized font.  
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TABLE 1.11-1 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES RELATED TO THE OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS SCENARIO 

 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment (Section 3.2) 
Incremental air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights 
scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration 
threshold due to associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, 
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, and 
expose sensitive receptors to significant PM10 concentrations. 
(SI) 

The mitigation program identified in Table 1.10-1 above would 
address these impacts. 

Significant. 

Incremental air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights 
scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance 
for CO and NOX. (SI) 

The mitigation program identified in Table 1.10-1 above would 
address these impacts. 

Significant for NOX; less than 
significant for CO and VOC. 

Noise (Section 3.7) 
Though the Proposed Project would not result in any project 
related noise impacts, there are sensitive land uses within the 
65 CNEL contour under both existing and Optimized Flights 
scenario (NI). 

Within 24 months of certification of the EIR, the Airport 
Manager shall develop a land use compatibility program 
addressing existing and future aviation noise levels. The 
program shall be an ongoing voluntary program that will 
provide noise attenuation and be available to all residential 
units within the 65 CNEL contour and schools within the 60 
CNEL contour based on the contours published for Long 
Beach Airport for the previous calendar year (Quarterly 
Report for 12 month Period Ending December 31). In 
exchange for sound insulation treatment, the owners of the 
property will provide the City of Long Beach a noise easement 
over said property. The program shall identify (1) methods of 
providing noise attenuation; (2) funding sources for the 
improvements; (3) methods for establishing priorities for 
implementing the improvements; and (4) an installation 
agreement. The land use compatibility program will be 
administered by the City of Long Beach, Airport Bureau. (MM 
3.6-2) 

Beneficial. 

Land Use and Relevant Planning (Section 3.5) 
The Optimized Flights scenario has the potential to induce 
airport land uses beyond the Airport boundary. Specifically, 
the increased flight levels would require additional vehicular 
parking beyond the levels provided by the Proposed Project. 
(SI) 

Implementation of MM 3.8-2 requiring the addition of on-site 
parking in conjunction with allocation of additional flights 
would address these impacts. 

Less than significant.  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 
TABLE 1.11-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES RELATED TO THE OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS SCENARIO 
 

 
E:\1.0 Executive Summary-110305.doc 1-23 Executive Summary 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

Level Of Significance After 
Mitigation/Status Of The 

Mitigation Measure 
Transportation and Circulation (Section 3.8) 
The Existing Plus Optimized Flight Scenario would result in 
significant impacts at the Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard 
and the Willow Street/Lakewood Boulevard intersections 
during the weekday AM peak hour. (SI) 

In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in 
accordance with the Airport Noise Compatibility Noise 
Ordinance when the ADPM passenger levels reach 12,700, 
the Airport Manager shall develop a traffic monitoring 
program. The traffic monitoring program shall evaluate the 
LOS at the Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard and the 
Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard intersections. 
(MM 3.8-1) 

Less than significant.  

With the Optimized Flights scenario, there would be 
insufficient parking at the Airport to accommodate the 
additional passenger levels. (SI) 

In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in 
accordance with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, 
when the annual passenger levels reach 4.2 MAP, the Airport 
Manager shall identify and develop additional on-site parking 
opportunities. (MM 3.8-2) 

Less than significant.  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\1.0 Executive Summary-110305.doc 1-24 Executive Summary 

1.12 ALTERNATIVES  

In accordance with Section 15126(f) of the CEQA Guidelines the EIR includes an evaluation of 
alternatives. Within the body of the report (Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures) the No Project Alternative and two alternatives with less intense 
development than the proposed project are evaluated. The placement of these alternatives in 
the body of the EIR is to facilitate the readers understanding of the impacts associated with the 
alternatives and allow easy comparison of the impacts associated with each alternative. The 
following provides an overview of each of these alternative and the associated environmental 
impacts. More detailed descriptions and evaluation of each of the alternatives, including a matrix 
that provides a detailed breakdown of the square footage assumptions, are described and 
evaluated in Section 2.5, Project Description. In addition there is one alternative that was 
considered but not carried forward for full evaluation. This included an alternative that would 
provide less terminal facilities from what is currently available. The alternatives are also briefly 
discussed and summarized in Section 4.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

• Alternative A − This alternative was based on the improvements proposed in the 2003 
NOP, with minor modifications. Alternative A assumes the terminal facility would be a 
maximum of 97,545 square feet. The nature of the improvements would generally be the 
same as the proposed project, though compared to the proposed project, there are 
minor reductions in square footage in all except the following categories: 

- Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
- No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
- The amount of airport office space is increased compared to the Proposed Project.  

The 2003 NOP assumed 16 aircraft parking spaces. However, the City Council 
determined in February 2005 that no more than 14 aircraft parking spaces would be 
evaluated in the EIR; therefore, the 16 aircraft parking spaces presented in the 2003 
NOP have been reduced 14 spaces for evaluation in this EIR. Other aspects of the 
project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular parking would be the 
same for Alternative A as for the Proposed Project. As with all the alternatives, the EIR 
evaluates 52 commercial flights and 25 commuter flights for Alternative A. These 
assumptions are constant with all the alternatives because the number of flights are not 
causally related to the project proposed facilities improvements, and any impacts would 
be applicable to all alternatives because they could occur without any project-proposed 
improvements. If they occur, they would result from carrier decisions to optimize flight 
operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of 
specific terminal facilities. 

The EIR findings determined the impacts associated with this alternative would be very 
similar to those associated with the Proposed Project. Refer to Table 4.5-1 in 
Section 4.0 for a summary of impacts for Alternative A. 

• Alternative B − This alternative further reduces the size of the terminal facilities. This 
alternative assumes the terminal facility would be a maximum of 79,725 square feet. 
Similar to Alternative A, the nature of the improvements would generally be the same, 
though reduced in size compared to the Proposed Project, with the following exceptions:  

- Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
- No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
- No additional airport office space is assumed as part of this alternative. 
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Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular 
parking would be the same for Alternative B as for the Proposed Project. As indicated 
above, all the alternatives would address the impacts associated with 52 commercial 
flights and 25 commuter flights, as the maximum reasonable flight level. 

The EIR findings determined the impacts associated with this alternative would be very 
similar to those associated with the Proposed Project. Refer to Table 4.5-1 in 
Section 4.0 for a summary of impacts for Alternative B. 

• Alternative C (No Project Alternative) − The No Project Alternative assumes that no new 
facilities would be provided at the Airport. The temporary holdrooms provided at the 
Airport would remain in place. The terminal, including holdrooms, would be 
56,320 square feet. The airline gates would be limited to the eight that currently exists. A 
total of 10 aircraft parking spaces would be provided at the Airport. The project assumes 
that the offsite parking would not to be available for lease. No new vehicular parking 
spaces would be provided.  

CEQA requires that the definition of the No Project Alternative include the existing 
conditions, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future, if the project was not approved. Therefore, all provisions of the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance would apply to all the project alternatives, including the No 
Project Alternative. Since under optimal flight operations, the number of commercial 
flights could reasonably be projected to increase up to 52 daily flights and a minimum of 
25 commuter flights are provided for within the Ordinance, these assumptions are also 
used for the No Project Alternative.  

Refer to Table 4.5-1 in Section 4.0 for a summary of impacts for Alternative C. 

1.13 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that the EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative. Each of the 
alternatives (including the Proposed Project) would provide additional capacity that would help 
serve the number of passengers served by the minimum number of flights provided for in the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. However, based on the HNTB study (2004) conducted 
during the scoping process, the recommended sizes of the facilities to best meet the needs for 
the passengers, visitors, and tenants actually exceeded the square footage allocation of even 
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is able to meet the all the project objectives, 
including complying with the parameters of the adopted Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance; 
maintaining the current character of the Airport Terminal Building as a Long Beach Cultural 
Heritage Landmark; and constructing an operationally and energy-efficient and value-driven 
design. The Proposed Project does not result in substantially greater impacts than the other 
build alternatives. Therefore, the Proposed Project is the environmentally superior alternative.  
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SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Proposed Project would be implemented at Long Beach Airport (the Airport) in the City of 
Long Beach, Los Angeles County. The Airport is located on approximately 1,166 acres in 
central Long Beach. The street address for the Airport is 4100 East Donald Douglas Drive, Long 
Beach, California. Aviation activities are located just north of Interstate-405 (I-405) and generally 
bound by Cherry Avenue to the west, City of Lakewood and the future Douglas Park project to 
the north, and Lakewood Boulevard to the east. Regional vicinity and local vicinity maps are 
provided as Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2, respectively.  

2.2 PROJECT SETTING 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states, “An EIR must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 
agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental 
setting shall be no longer than is necessary to [provide] an understanding of the significant 
effects of the Proposed Project and its alternatives.” The City of Long Beach published two 
Notices of Preparation (NOP), one in 2003 and another in 2005. The most recent (April 2005) 
establishes the baseline for the analysis in this EIR. Any deviations from this baseline are 
explained in the applicable EIR sections.  

2.2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Presently, the Airport covers 1,166 acres and has five runways, the longest being 10,000 feet. 
The Airport serves commercial carriers, general aviation, and air cargo. The area surrounding 
the Airport is a mix of commercial, industrial and residential development. I-405 and several 
arterials surround the Airport; however, public access to the terminal area is gained only from 
Lakewood Boulevard on the east side of the Airport.  

The Airport and surrounding area is located in the City’s Airport Land Use District, which the 
zoning code designates as Planned Development (PD). Allowed uses within the District include 
areas for commercial storage, general industrial, light industrial, medium industrial, park or 
planned development.  

The Proposed Project would be implemented in the area surrounding the existing Airport 
Terminal Building. The improvements would generally be constructed between the Gulfstream 
building and the Million Air lease site on the Airport. Uses within this area include the Airport 
Terminal Building, a permanent holdroom, temporary holdrooms, security screening of 
passengers and baggage, baggage claim, a parking structure, and surface parking facilities. On 
the airfield side, uses include aircraft parking spaces for the commercial and commuter carriers 
and general aviation tie-down area on the Million Air site. The layout of the existing facilities in 
the terminal area is provided in Exhibit 2-3. Further discussion of the uses surrounding the 
Airport are more fully discussed in Section 3.5, Land Use.  

The Proposed Project also provides for the potential use of Parcel O for possible temporary 
vehicular parking and for replacement tie-downs for general aviation aircraft that would be 
displaced with the Proposed Project. Parcel O is located on the southern portion of the Airport in 
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the vicinity of Clark Avenue and Willow Street. Currently, Parcel O is undeveloped. The Long 
Beach Airport Development Areas map identifies Parcel O as a seven-acre area designated for 
aircraft tie-down and hangars.  

Surrounding uses include the Skylinks Golf Course and the Airport Business Park to the east, 
and industrial and commercial uses to the south and west. The existing Boeing property and 
industrial uses in City of Lakewood are located north of the Airport. Residential uses are located 
in relatively close proximity to the Airport in all directions. The Airport currently leases off-site 
parking from Boeing. Known as Lot D, this area provides 2,104 overflow parking spaces for the 
Airport.1 On December 14, 2004, the Long Beach City Council approved a reuse plan titled 
Douglas Park for a portion of the Boeing property. That plan provides for 261 acres of mixed-
use development, including 3.3 million square feet of commercial and office space, 200,000 
square feet of retail space, 1,400 residential units, 400 hotel rooms, and 11 acres of park. 

2.2.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

In 1981, the City of Long Beach adopted a noise control ordinance affecting the Airport that 
limited the number of air carrier flights to 15 per day and required the use of quieter aircraft. The 
purpose of the ordinance was to reduce the “cumulative” noise generated by the Airport. The 
ordinance was challenged by the commercial airlines in federal court. Following an injunction by 
the court, the City formed a task force and prepared an Airport Noise Compatibility Program, 
pursuant to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. The task force recommended 
allowing air carrier flights to increase to 41 daily flights provided certain noise limits could be 
met.  

In 1986, the City adopted a second aircraft noise control ordinance that established noise limits 
and restricted the number of air carrier operations to 32 flights per day.2 The federal court 
rejected this ordinance, finding that the limitation on the number of flights was too restrictive. 
The federal court ultimately ordered the City to permit a minimum of 41 commercial air carrier 
flights per day. The City appealed the federal court’s order; however, in January 1992, the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the trial court’s decision. 

In an effort to resolve the protracted litigation, the City and the airlines entered into a stipulated 
settlement agreement. In February 1995, the City of Long Beach City Council certified a 
Negative Declaration (ND-19-94), which analyzed the proposed settlement of long-standing 
airport noise litigation between the City of Long Beach and a number of air carriers and other 
users of the Long Beach Municipal Airport titled Alaska Airlines et al v. City of Long Beach 
([1991] 951 F2d 977). Under the settlement, the City Council would adopt a new Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance (see Section 2.4 for a summary of the settlement provisions). For the 
period from adoption of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance through 2001, no party to the 
settlement would be allowed to challenge the Ordinance, and the City would not be allowed to 
amend the Ordinance so as to make it more restrictive on aircraft operations. The court 
approved the settlement and entered a final judgment on June 13, 1995. 

As a requirement of the settlement, the City enacted Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code. 
Chapter 16.43 permits air carriers to operate a minimum of 41 airline flights per day while 
commuter carriers are permitted to operate a minimum of 25 flights per day. The City of Long 
Beach adopted an Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance that includes two major components. 
The first establishes Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) for aircraft operating into and 
                                                 
1  In addition seasonal leased space is also available at Veteran’s Stadium and elsewhere in proximity to the Airport. 
2 To provide CEQA compliance for the noise ordinance, the City of Long Beach certified the Final Environmental 

Impact Report (E-45-85/ERR-82-85) for the Airport Noise Compatibility Program FAR Part 150 Study at Long 
Beach Airport (SCH No. 86012911).  
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out of the Airport. The second establishes a noise budget for the various categories of aircraft at 
the Airport. The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance allows that the permitted number of 
flights per day to be increased in each operator flight restriction category as long as the flights 
operate below the CNEL budgets.3 In order for the number of flights to be increased and still 
comply with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance the airlines would have to optimize their 
flight operations. This would include using quieter aircraft and reducing the number of late night 
operations. Under optimal conditions, which have never been achieved at the Airport, the 
estimated number of increased flights would range between 7 and 11 flights. The Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance is discussed in more detail in Section 3.6 and in the Noise technical 
study in Appendix F. 

In 1990, while the litigation between the City and the carriers was pending, Congress passed 
the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA), which limited an Airport operator’s right to control 
Stage 3 aircraft.4 ANCA’s specific objective was to stop local municipalities from imposing new 
restrictions on aircraft operations without complying with significant procedural requirements 
and obtaining federal approval. Included within the ANCA legislation is a “grandfather” provision 
which permits Long Beach Airport to continue to enforce the flight and noise restrictions that are 
contained in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Chapter 16.43). In May 2003, the FAA 
reaffirmed the “grandfather” status of the Ordinance under ANCA. 

Summary of the Principle Terms of the Existing Settlement Agreement 

As indicated in Section 2.2.2, the settlement agreement provisions were incorporated into the 
City’s Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The principle terms of the settlement reached in 
May 1995 and approved in June 1995 by Federal District Court, include the following: 

1) Provide flight activity limits at the Airport of a minimum of 41 daily airline (commercial) 
flights and 25 daily commuter flights, assumed to be all Stage 3 aircraft; 

2) Provide an increase in the flight activity limits only if the City determines that flights can 
be added without airlines or commuters exceeding their allocated portion of the CNEL 
noise budget based on baseline year of 1989 to 1990; 

3) Require flight activity of general aviation, charter, and manufacturing operations to stay 
within their portion of the baseline year CNEL budget; 

4) Require monitoring of Single Event Noise Exposure Levels ("SENEL") at the 18 monitor 
stations provided by the Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System ("ANOMS"); 

5) Provide for SENEL limits that are more stringent during 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 a.m., 
10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m., and very stringent during 11:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.; 

6) Provide limitations on hours of training and run ups, including early curtailment on 
weekends and holidays, and all but one runway closed during late night hours; 

7) Permit the formation of a General Aviation Noise Committee ("GANC") and allow GANC 
to monitor and manage the general aviation noise budget; 

                                                 
3 The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance is provided as an attachment in Appendix F and can also be viewed at 

the Airport web site at www.lgb.org. 
4 A "Stage 3 aircraft" means an airplane that has been shown to comply with Stage 3 noise levels prescribed in 

FAR Part 36, Appendix C. 
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8) Require implementation of a noise abatement program with a multi-step violation 
process that includes notifications, noise abatement plans, administrative penalties and 
possible criminal prosecution; and 

9) Require the creation of pilot education programs and processes.  

2.2.3 TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

On November 19, 2001, the President of the United States signed into law the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act (“ATSA”), which among other things, established the new 
Transportation Security Administration (“TSA”) within the Department of Transportation. This Act 
established a series of challenging but critically important milestones toward achieving a secure 
air travel system.  

The TSA is directly responsible for developing increased air travel security programs. They have 
developed enhanced screening procedures at airports across the country. Under TSA 
requirements both passengers and checked baggage are subject to security screening. 

TSA started operations at the Airport in October 2002 with the screening of passengers. There 
are six stations for passenger screening. On January 1, 2003, TSA initiated the screening of 
baggage at the Airport. They currently have 120 employees working at the Airport screening 
luggage and passengers. In addition, TSA currently has 16 Explosive Trace Detection (ETD) 
machines at the Airport for screening luggage and four ETD stations for screening passengers’ 
carry-on luggage.  

The passenger checkpoint includes three primary steps: (1) all carry-on baggage must be 
placed on the belt of the X-ray machine; (2) all passengers must walk through a metal detector. 
If an alarm is set off, the passenger will undergo a secondary screening; and (3) secondary 
screening includes a hand-wand inspection in conjunction with a pat-down inspection. 

2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The key objective of the Proposed Project is to provide Airport terminal facilities to adequately 
accommodate the minimum number of flights provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, as well as the number of passengers served by those flights.5 To meet this 
objective, the project design must provide for the following:  

• Maximize safety and security of passengers, visitors, and tenants by adhering to 
Transportation Security Administration, FAA and all applicable State and local standards 
including the City’s fire, building, and safety codes.  

• Ensure that project sizing and design of the improvements is in keeping with the 
parameters of the adopted Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. 

• Maintain and enhance the current character of the Airport Terminal Building as a Long 
Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark by creating an environment in which the design of the 
new facilities respects the architectural/aesthetic character of the existing Airport 
Terminal Building.  

                                                 
5 As previously discussed, the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance provides for a minimum of 41 daily 

commercial carrier flights and 25 daily commuter flights. 
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• Provide uncomplicated, operationally and energy-efficient, value-driven design within a 
plan that can be developed in incremental stages. 

2.4 PROJECT HISTORY 

The Long Beach Airport has been in existence since 1923. The existing Airport Terminal 
Building was built in 1941 for DC-3 aircraft and served approximately 25,000 annual commercial 
airline passengers. In 1984 a new concourse area and pre-boarding lounge were constructed 
immediately south of the existing Airport Terminal Building to provide capacity for 15 daily 
flights, better accessibility for patrons with disabilities, improved mobility in the passenger 
screening process, and improved ticketing and check-in processing of Airport users. At the time, 
the Airport was serving approximately 1.1 million annual passengers (MAP). The aircraft were 
predominately the MD-80 and B737. 

Between August 2001 and 2003, the number of passengers using the Airport increased from 
600,000 to almost 3.0 MAP. This increase was predominately due to an increase in the number 
of commercial flights; however, the aircraft size and load factors have also increased over the 
past two decades. Because existing facilities were not adequate to accommodate this level of 
activity, the Airport constructed a temporary holdroom, a temporary remote parking lot, and a 
new baggage claim area in 2002. A second temporary holdroom was added in 2003. 

2.4.1 2003 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING MEETINGS 

In June 2003, the City of Long Beach approved a scope of work for the preparation of an EIR to 
analyze the potential environmental impacts of possible improvements to the Airport's terminal 
area to accommodate passenger and cargo activity provided for under the existing Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. The project would also provide for required provisions for new security 
measures. The approved scope provided an opportunity for the City Council to reevaluate the 
scope of work, after the project scoping process was complete, to ensure the issues raised 
during the scoping process that were associated with the proposed improvements would be 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  

The City prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP)6 requesting input from agencies and the public 
regarding the appropriate scope of the EIR. The NOP was circulated for a 30-day public review 
period on September 22, 2003. The review period was closed on October 23, 2003. Public 
scoping meetings were held to solicit public input on October 11 and October 16, 2003. Similar 
to the NOP, the purpose of the public scoping meeting is to provide the public an opportunity to 
hear about the project and provide input on the scope of the EIR. The meetings were held at the 
Long Beach Energy Department Auditorium on Spring Street in Long Beach. Notices of the 
scoping meetings were published in the following publications: 

• Beachcomber (October 3, 2003) 
• Press-Telegram (September 22, 2003) 
• Downtown Gazette (September 29, 2003) 
• Long Beach Business Journal (September 30, 2003) 
• The Signal Tribune (October 16, 2003) 

                                                 
6 The NOP was prepared pursuant to section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of the NOP is to notify 

potential “Responsible Agencies” and to advise and solicit comments and suggestions regarding the preparation 
of the EIR, environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR, and any related issues from interested parties other 
than potential “Responsible Agencies.”  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\2.0 Project Description-110205.doc 2-6 Project Description 

The dates and location of the scoping meetings were also identified in the NOP. Approximately 
100 people attended the Saturday (October 11) scoping meeting and approximately 200 people 
attended the Thursday (October 16) scoping meeting. In addition, the City received 
251 responses to the NOP (a combination of letters, postcards, and emails). The key issues 
raised through the scoping process were flight operations, air quality, health risk, noise, 
cumulative impacts, and land value. Recognizing the intense public interest, the City Council 
referred the scope of project and the scope of the EIR to the Airport Advisory Commission 
("AAC") for consideration. A copy of the NOP, a transcript from the two scoping meetings, and 
the written responses received on the NOP are provided in Appendix A. 

2.4.2 AIRPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Though not part of the formal EIR scoping process, the Airport Advisory Committee (AAC) held 
15 meetings, open to the public, from November 2003 through July 2004 to consider 
recommendations on possible Airport improvements and to advise on certain issues regarding 
scoping of the EIR. The AAC made recommendations regarding the project and technical 
studies to be prepared for the EIR. The City Council considered these recommendations on 
February 1 and February 8, 2005. As a result of this process, changes were made to the 
proposed improvements that would constitute the Proposed Project and be addressed in the 
EIR. The original 2003 scope of work focused just on impacts associated with construction of 
the facilities (i.e., a “bricks and mortar” project). Key changes to the EIR scope of work, as a 
result of the AAC process and City Council action, include preparing a health risk assessment 
and providing a discussion of the environmental impacts associated with the operational 
environment at the Airport that could be accommodated within the existing Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. While the project does not propose any changes to the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance or other means of directly increasing flight operations at the Airport, it 
was determined that the EIR should assess the impacts associated with the 25 full utilization of 
the commuter flights that are provided for under the existing terms of the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, even though at the time the NOP was issued and the baseline for this 
EIR was established there were no commuter operations at the Airport. Subsequently, America 
West has initiated daily commuter flights and Delta and Smooth Flight Holdings have been 
conditionally granted commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are expected to be in regular 
service between December 2005 and Spring 2006. 

2.4.3 2005 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING MEETINGS 

A new NOP, reflecting the project as defined by the City Council, was prepared to solicit input 
on the scope of the EIR. The NOP was distributed to 84 agencies, individuals, and groups on 
April 14, 2005, for a 32-day review period. In addition, a notice that the NOP was available and 
posted on the City web site was mailed to 274 individuals. The comment period on the NOP 
closed on May 16, 2005. Scoping meetings were held at the Long Beach Department of Energy 
Auditorium on Spring Street on Thursday, April 28, and Saturday, May 7, 2005. Notice for these 
meetings was included on the NOP and published in the following publications: 

• Beachcomber (April 15, 2005) 
• Press-Telegram (April 20, 2005) 
• Grunion Gazette (April 21, 2005) 
• Downtown Gazette (April 25, 2005) 
• Long Beach Business Journal (April 26, 2005) 
• Signal Tribune (week of April 18, 2005) 

Additional methods were also used to notify the community. The City Council Meeting message 
scroll and the Cal Worthington sign (along Interstate 405) were utilized, over 700 members that 
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are Airport E-Notify subscribers were sent notice, and LBHUSH II was supplied the information 
and also sent an electronic notice to its subscribers.  

Approximately 59 people attended the April 28, 2005 scoping meeting and approximately 
78 people attended the May 7, 2005, scoping meeting. In addition, the City received 
80 responses to the NOP (a combination of letters, postcards, and emails). The key issues 
raised through the scoping process were flight operations, air quality, health risk, noise, 
cumulative impacts, and land value. A copy of the 2005 NOP, a transcript from the two scoping 
meetings, and the written responses received on the NOP are provided in Appendix A. 

2.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The EIR is addressing the proposed facility improvements, as well as the impacts associated 
with additional commercial flights and the allowed commuter flights. As previously indicated, 
both the full utilization of all 25 commuter flights and the potential increase of up to 
11 commercial flights over current operational levels at the Airport are not causally related to the 
project proposed facilities improvements. If the operational procedures and aircraft used are 
optimized so that additional flights could operate within the noise limits (“noise budget”) 
permitted by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, then the flights are allowed regardless 
of whether the Proposed Project is approved or built. This would not be considered a 
discretionary action; therefore, it would apply to all the alternatives. It also needs to be noted 
that if the additional commercial flights occur, they would result from carrier decisions to 
optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the 
availability of specific terminal area facilities. The evaluation of impacts associated with the 
additional flights is provided at the request of the City Council to fully disclose potential impacts 
associated with what may be a future possible flight scenario at the Airport.  

2.5.1 PROPOSED PROJECT 

Facilities Improvements 

As previously indicated, the City Council, after reviewing the material from the AAC and 
receiving public input, defined the scope of the project and alternatives to be evaluated in the 
EIR. The Proposed Project provides improvements to the existing Airport Terminal Building and 
related facilities at the Airport in order to accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the 
Airport consistent with operational limitations of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and 
the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The Proposed Project includes construction of, or alteration to, 
the 13 areas listed and described below:  

• Holdrooms  
• Concession Area 
• Passenger Security Screening  
• Baggage Security Screening 
• Baggage Claim Devices 
• Baggage Service Office 
• Restrooms  
• Office Space 
• Ticketing Facilities 
• Airline Gates 
• Aircraft Parking Positions 
• Vehicular Parking  
• Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation 
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The terminal area improvements are being designed to accommodate the demand based on the 
minimum requirements of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. This would include the 
41 airline flights and 25 commuter flights, passengers associated with those flights, and security 
requirements imposed by TSA. This flight level is anticipated to result in approximately 4.2 MAP 
being served at the Airport. Considering all improvements, the size of the Airport terminal space 
would increase from 56,320 square feet to 102,850 square feet. The generalized location of the 
terminal area improvements is depicted in Exhibit 2-4. 

How the overall terminal area square footage would be allocated among the various uses is 
described below in more detail and shown in Table 2.5-1.7 While it is premature to develop a 
final design for the Airport improvements prior to City Council selection of an alternative and 
certification of the CEQA document, a schematic layout showing a potential footprint of the 
Airport improvements has been developed to provide the environmental team basic parameters 
for the evaluation in the EIR. However, during final design, the precise size and configuration of 
the proposed improvements may vary to ensure compliance with the applicable fire and building 
codes, safety and security requirements, operational necessities, and with refinement of 
planning data. The overall size of the Airport terminal area improvements would not exceed the 
square footage allocations and would be consistent with the parameters outlined below. These 
schematics have been developed consistent with basic Guiding Principles that would be used 
during the project design phase of the project. These Guiding Principles are discussed further 
below. Though modifications to the design may occur, provided the improvements are generally 
contained within the footprint shown, the precise location of the facilities would not substantially 
alter the impact analysis. The schematic layout showing the potential footprint of the Airport 
improvements used for the analyses in the EIR is depicted in Exhibit 2-5. Exhibit 2-6 provides 
preliminary design concepts, including potential elevations, used for the analyses in this EIR. As 
previously stated, these are very preliminary concepts and are subject to modification within the 
parameters of the Guiding Principles.  

                                                 
7 Table 2.5-1 also provides a statistical overview of the primary alternatives which are discussed later in this 

section. 
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TABLE 2.5-1 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT PASSENGER TERMINAL AREA IMPROVEMENTS 

EIR ALTERNATIVES 
 

Description 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative A 
(9/22/03 NOP) 

Alternative B 
(Reduced 
Facilities) 

Alternative C 
(No Project) 

Holdrooms 
Permanent Space1 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf
Temporary Space2 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 13,150 sf
Proposed Additional Space3 21,171 sf 20,000 sf 17,580 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 27,671 sf 26,500 sf 24,080 sf 19,650 sf
Passenger Security Screening 

Existing 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf
Proposed Additional Space 7,000 sf 6,000 sf 5,600 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 10,900 sf 9,900 sf 9,500 sf 3,900 sf
Concession Area 

Permanent Space1 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf
Proposed Additional Space3 9,541 sf 8,000 sf 6,400 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 15,001 sf 13,460 sf 11,860 sf 5,460 sf
Baggage Security Screening 

Baggage Security Screening 7,000 sf4 7,000 sf4 7,000 sf4 5,000 sf
Baggage Claim Devices 

Passenger Side 510 lf 380 lf 380 lf 226 lf
Airline Loading Side 310 lf 250 lf 250 lf 180 lf

Subtotal 820 lf 630 lf 630 lf 406 lf
Baggage Service Office 900 sf 825 sf 825 sf 0 sf

Multi-Purpose Rooms 300 sf 300 sf 300 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 1,200 sf 1,125 sf 1,125 sf 0 sf

Restrooms (non-secure) 
Permanent Space1 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf
Temporary Space2 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space3 2,000 sf 850 sf 850 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 3,330 sf 2,180 sf 2,180 sf 1,330 sf
Office Space 

TSA 
Temporary Space 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf
Proposed Additional Space 1,590 sf 1,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 5,191 sf 5,000 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf
Airlines (Operations Offices) 

Permanent Space 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Proposed Additional Space 3,754 sf 5,000 sf 3,000 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 5,754 sf 7,000 sf 5,000 sf 2,000 sf
Airport (Office & Conference) 

Permanent Space 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 06 sf 0 sf
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Description 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative A 
(9/22/03 NOP) 

Alternative B 
(Reduced 
Facilities) 

Alternative C 
(No Project) 

Proposed Additional Space 5,000 sf 10,000 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 11,970 sf 16,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf

Subtotal for Office Space 22,915 sf 28,970 sf 15,570 sf 12,570 sf
Ticketing Facilities 

Ticket Counter Area (Existing) 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf
Proposed Additional Space 680 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 1,930 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf
Ticket Counter Queuing (Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf

Proposed Additional Space 1,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 2,800 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf

Airline Ticket Office (Existing) 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf
Proposed Additional Space 243 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf

Subtotal 4,603 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf
Circulation - Ticketing (Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf

Proposed Additional Space 4,100 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf
Subtotal 5,500 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf

Subtotal for Ticketing Facilities 14,833 sf 8,410 sf 8,410 sf 8,410 sf
Total 102,850 sf 97,545 sf 79,725 sf 56,320 sf

Airline Gates and Parking Positions 
Airline Gates 11 11 11 8
Aircraft Parking Positions 12 to 14 12 to 145 12 to 14 10

Vehicular Parking 
Permanent Non-Leased Spaces 2,835 2,835 2,835 2,835
Leased Spaces 0 0 0 08

Proposed Additional Spaces 3,4517 3,4517 3,4517 0
Total 6,286 6,286 6,286 2,835

sf square feet 
lf linear feet 
1 Permanent floor space in Airport Terminal Building and permanent 1984 holdroom building 
2 Temporary floor space in modulars 
3 Temporary (modular) space would be replaced with permanent facilities 
4 The February 8, 2005 City Council action reflected a range of square footage for these areas. The lower end is presented here. 

Up to 3,000 square feet may be added for a total of 10,000 square feet of new space. 
5 The September 22, 2003 NOP identified 16 aircraft parking positions. This number was reduced to 12 to 14 by City Council 

action on February 8, 2005.  
6  Subsequent to the approval of the alternatives definition by the City Council in February 2005, the Airport has leased office 

space from Million Air and there are plans to add an additional temporary trailer for security staff. 
7 The existing leased spaces would be replaced with new parking structure. 
8  The leases for the parking spaces are short-term leases. Current discussions with Boeing indicate that these spaces would not 

be available on a long-term basis.  

 
There are several documents that serve as the Guiding Principles for design of the proposed 
improvements. These Guiding Principles primarily focus on ensuring the construction of the new 
improvements are compatible with the existing historic Airport Terminal Building and would not 
compromise the historic integrity of the building. These Guiding Principles are a compilation 
from three primary sources. The first source dates back to May 7, 1990, when the 
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Neighborhood and Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach prepared a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) providing guidelines for future environmental review of 
the Airport Terminal Building. The MOU, which included as an attachment the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic buildings, was adopted by resolution of the 
Cultural Heritage Commission. The second source is the Development and Use Standards for 
the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development Plan Ordinance adopted by the City 
Council on September 2, 1997. This ordinance provides guidance on development review 
procedures, development standards, and permitted intensity of development. The final 
document is a memorandum on considerations for new construction prepared by PCR. These 
documents all provide guidance on development standards for terminal area improvements and 
are included in Appendix B.  

Additionally, there is a commitment to construct the new facilities to meet high standards for 
energy efficiency and environmental design. The intention is to construct the facilities consistent 
with the LEED standards. LEED, which stands for Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design is “based on well-founded scientific standards, LEED standards emphasizes state of the 
art strategies for sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials 
selection and indoor environmental quality. LEED standards recognizes achievements and 
promotes expertise in green building through a comprehensive system offering project 
certification, professional accreditation, training and practical resources.” (U.S. Green Building 
Council, http://www.usgbc.org). This would be implemented through a variety of design features. 
Precise methods for accomplishing the LEED standards would be determined through project 
design.  

The discussion below outlines the square footage allocation to the various uses within the 
Airport Terminal Building and surrounding area. In addition to new construction and the removal 
of the temporary modular buildings that have been brought in to provide additional holdroom 
space, modifications to the interior of the Airport Terminal Building would be required to 
maximize efficiency of the floor space. This would include relocation of ticketing and concession 
areas and opening the center of the Airport Terminal Building to the proposed new holdroom 
area. As shown in the concept floor plan (Exhibit 2-5) this would result in a configuration similar 
to the original Airport Terminal Building layout.8 The Proposed Project also intends to remove 
the existing carpeting to reveal the historic mosaics on the main concourse of the first floor.9 The 
mosaics, which have been covered with carpet and possibly linoleum, are similar to the mosaics 
that are visible on the intermediate stair landings and the corridor on the second floor.  

The new construction would generally be set back from the existing Airport Terminal Building so 
as not to appear as an “add on” to the existing terminal structure. The new construction would 
only connect to the Airport Terminal Building at the covered circulation corridor that provides 
access to the holdroom and at locations where baggage would move by conveyor from ticketing 
areas to baggage screening. These connections are necessary to meet TSA’s security 
requirements. 

In addition to the building area, covered open areas would also be provided. The preliminary 
concept plan shows covered areas for the baggage make-up area (where the airlines receive 
screened bags from TSA, which are then sorted and loaded onto baggage carts), the baggage 
claim area, ticketing and queuing, and an area for “meeters and greeters.” These areas would 
                                                 
8 Prior to constructing the permanent holdroom adjacent to the terminal, public access to the aircraft use to be 

through the back of the terminal rather than out the north and south doors to the temporary holdrooms. 
9  The feasibility of restoring the mosaics is being explored as part of the Project. Until such time as the terminal 

improvements are initiated it is not possible to know if restoration is feasible. Considerations would be the 
conditions of the mosaics, the cost at restoring them, and ability to meet safety requirements (i.e., potential for 
slipping).  

http://www.usgbc.org
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have a roof structure but not side enclosures. Precise uses would be determined during project 
design. Other features that would be incorporated to enhance the aesthetics of the 
improvements include ensuring that the roofline on the holdroom is below the observation deck 
on the second floor so views on to the airfield are not blocked and the enclosure of all air 
conditioning and heating units so the mechanical equipment is not visible.  

The space allocation among the various uses is outlined below. 

Holdrooms 

Currently, the Airport holdrooms are comprised of both the 1984 permanent holdroom and 
temporary modular structures. As part of the Proposed Project, the 13,150 square feet of 
temporary holdroom currently being provided through the use of modular buildings would be 
replaced with 21,171 square feet of new permanent floor space. This, combined with the 
existing approximately 6,500 square feet of permanent holdroom, would result in a total of 
27,671 square feet of holdroom to accommodate the existing and projected passenger levels. 
This is a net increase of 8,021 square feet.  

Concession Area 

Expanded concession areas are proposed as an adjunct to the new holdroom area and in the 
baggage claim area/public circulation areas to serve the anticipated number of passengers. 
Currently, there are 5,460 square feet of concessions at the Airport. The Proposed Project 
would add an additional 9,541 square feet for this purpose. This would result in a total of 
15,001 square feet for concessions.  

Passenger Security Screening 

The security screening of passengers would be designed to meet the requirements of the TSA 
for serving the passengers resulting from the minimum number of flights allowed by the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance. Currently, there is 3,900 square feet of passenger security 
screening area. With the Proposed Project, there would be an additional 7,000 square feet 
devoted to passenger security screening or a total of 10,900 square feet.  

Baggage Security Screening 

Currently, the Airport does not provide any structure for conducting baggage screening. Since 
2003, it has been done under a canopy directly behind or west of the terminal building outside 
the south holdroom area. The TSA has indicated that this open-air situation is not sufficient 
because of the sensitivity of the equipment being used. The Proposed Project would provide a 
7,000-square foot structure for security screening of baggage. This structure would house the 
explosive detection equipment and would include in-line baggage conveyors.  

Baggage Claim Devices 

The Airport has 226 linear feet of passenger side baggage claim devices and 180 linear feet for 
airline loading. The proposed baggage claim area would provide a total of 510 linear feet for 
passenger side baggage claim and 310 linear feet for airline baggage loading, for a total of 
820 linear feet of baggage claim devices. The baggage claim would be similar to the existing 
conditions, in that they would be open air, but covered with a roof or canopy.  
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Baggage Service Office and Multi-Purpose Room 

The Airport does not have a baggage service office or sufficient meeting room space. The 
Proposed Project would allocate a total of 1,200 square feet for these uses. This would be 
comprised of 900 square feet for a baggage service office and 300 square feet for a multi-
purpose room. This area would provide a holding place for unclaimed bags, bags that were 
misdirected, or for reporting lost baggage. The multipurpose room provides on-site meeting 
space for shift briefings, training, and other meetings for Airport and tenant staff whose job 
duties do not allow them to leave the terminal area.  

Restrooms 

Currently, the Airport has 1,330 square feet of restroom area in non-secure portions of the 
Airport terminal area. As part of the project, there would be an increase of 2,000 square feet in 
restrooms in non-secure area, for a total of 3,330 square feet of restroom areas.  

Office Space for Security, Airport, and Airline Support Staff 

Office space, to serve the needs of the TSA, the airlines and Airport administration, would be 
provided within the proposed Airport terminal area improvements. Request for space from the 
TSA and the airlines are 30,000, and 10,000 square feet, respectively. Though the project would 
not provide additional space at the requested levels, additional square footage to meet space 
requirements for functions that need to be in the immediate terminal area or adjacent to the 
ramp (as opposed to general office space), as well as those of Airport staff, has been 
incorporated into the project. The office space would fall into three categories: TSA, Airlines 
Operation offices, and Airport administration office and conference area.  

TSA currently occupies 3,600 square feet in a temporary modular building. This would be 
replaced with permanent facilities and augmented with an additional 1,590 square feet, for a 
total of 5,191 square feet.  

Airline operation offices are currently housed in approximately 2,000 square feet within the 
Airport terminal area. An additional 3,754 square feet would be allocated for this use, resulting 
in a total of 5,754 square feet.  

Airport offices and conference areas would be increased from 6,970 square feet to 
11,970 square feet.  

Overall, combined office space (i.e., all three categories) at the Airport terminal area would 
increase 10,375 square feet from the current 12,570 square feet to 22,915 square feet.  

Ticketing Facilities 

Expansion of the existing ticketing facilities is also proposed to accommodate the existing 
demand at the Airport. The ticketing facilities can be broken into four categories: (1) ticket 
counter area, (2) ticket counter queuing area, (3) airline ticket office, and (4) circulation area for 
the ticketing area.  

Ticket counter area is proposed to increase by 680 square feet from 1,250 to 1,930 square feet. 
Ticket counter queuing area is proposed to increase from 1,400 to 2,800 square feet. The airline 
ticket office area is proposed to increase from 4,360 square feet to 4,603 square feet.  
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Circulation area for the ticketing counter area is proposed to increase by 4,100 square feet from 
1,400 to 5,500 square feet. Overall, the combined space for ticketing operations (i.e., all four 
categories) at the Airport terminal area would increase 6,423 square feet from the current 
8,410 square feet to 14,833 square feet.  

Airline Gates 

The Airport currently has eight aircraft gates for the boarding, loading and unloading of aircraft. 
With the Proposed Project this would be increased to 11 gates. At Long Beach Airport, the term 
“gates” is used to identify the doors in the holdrooms that are used for passenger boarding. 
Jetways, which provide direct access from the Airport terminal area to the aircraft, are not 
possible given that jetways require a second story to allow access and the Proposed Project 
includes only one story holdroom.  

Aircraft Parking Positions 

The Airport currently has 10 aircraft parking positions. The EIR addresses increasing the 
number of aircraft parking positions from 10 to as many as 14 aircraft parking positions.  

This increase would result in the take-back of property currently leased to Million Air and used 
for general aviation “tie-down” parking and valet parking. This area is located north of the 
existing Airport Terminal Building. It is estimated that approximately 4.2 acres would be 
required, resulting in the displacement of approximately 70 general aviation aircraft and the 
removal of a small building currently used for office space, TSA, and general aviation support. 
The general aviation aircraft displaced from the Million Air site would be relocated to a new tie-
down area south of Runway 12-30, known as Parcel O. Parcel O is a seven-acre site; however 
the narrow “panhandle” portion of the parcel would not be developed. Only about six acres 
would be developed for aircraft parking. The location of Parcel O depicted in Exhibit 2-7. This 
would require clearing and paving of Parcel O and installation of security equipment. When 
improvements are completed the 70 displaced general aviation aircraft could be accommodated 
in this location. There is potential that aircraft hangars would be developed on Parcel O. This 
use is consistent with the Long Beach Airport Development Areas map dated March 25, 2003. 

Vehicular Parking  

Vehicular parking at the Airport is available both on site (surface lots and parking structure) and 
off site in parking lots leased by the Airport from Boeing (Lot D). There are currently 
2,835 permanent parking spaces at the Airport and approximately 2,100 leased spaces. The 
leased spaces are leased on a month-to-month basis. The project proposes construction of a 
new parking structure which, combined with the existing parking structure and surface parking, 
would provide a total of 6,286 spaces. This would eliminate the need for the off-site leased 
parking spaces. The project would provide 1,351 spaces above the existing number of spaces 
currently available for Airport use.  

Proposed improvements include a new parking structure, on-site roadway modifications, and 
architectural modifications to the existing parking structure. The new parking structure would be 
designed for an estimated 4,000 spaces and would be constructed east of the existing parking 
structure in the area currently used for surface parking. The precise number of parking spaces 
would be refined during the design of the structure. The structure would be approximately 40 to 
50 feet in height. Approximately 20 percent of the structure would provide four levels of parking, 
with the remainder providing five levels of parking. The structure’s location would require the 
relocation of the east side of the Donald Douglas Drive loop.  
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With the construction of the parking structure, the Airport parking spaces currently leased from 
Boeing (Lot D) that would no longer be needed for Airport use. Approximately 1,000 parking 
spaces would be impacted during the construction of the parking structure. To accommodate 
the temporary loss of parking during construction, if necessary temporary surface parking would 
be provided in a new lot on Parcel O at the south end of Runway 12-30.10 Approximately 
5.5 acres would be used for temporary vehicle parking. Upon completion of the parking 
structure, this area would no longer be used for temporary vehicular parking, but would be 
converted to provide replacement tie-down area for general aviation aircraft that would be 
displaced from the Million Air site due to construction of the new commercial ramp space for 
commercial aircraft parking. The need to relocate general aviation aircraft is discussed above. 

Proposed modifications to the existing parking structure would include a new façade to match 
the new parking structure and complement the architecture of the Terminal Building. The 
façades of the Terminal Building and parking structures would provide a unified appearance and 
enhance the aesthetics of the terminal area and the Airport Terminal Building's identification as 
a Cultural Heritage Landmark. Other improvements include replacement of the existing elevator, 
modifications to the entrances and exits, offices for the parking management company, and 
offices and public counters for the car rental agencies, along with vehicle preparation and return 
vehicle parking areas. 

Proposed modifications to remaining surface lots would include modified access points, 
refencing, restriping, signage, etc. 

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation Improvements 

Proposed improvements would include the extension of the south side of the Donald Douglas 
Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard and the addition and/or modifications of signage, 
lighting, and pavement markings to aid in the safe movement of vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
through the parking structures, lots and terminal area. Also proposed are additional and/or 
modified walkways, some of which would be covered by canopies, on the public side of the 
terminal building, connecting the parking lots to the Airport Terminal Building. 

2.5.2 ALTERNATIVE A 

Facility Improvements 

This alternative was based on the improvements proposed in the 2003 NOP, with minor 
modifications. Alternative A assumes the Airport terminal area would be a maximum of 
97,545 square feet. The nature of the improvements would generally be the same as the 
Proposed Project. The distribution of the square footage by use is shown in Table 2.5-1. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, there are minor reductions in square footage in all except 
the following categories: 

• Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
• No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
• The amount of Airport office space is increased compared to the Proposed Project.  

                                                 
10  The need for temporary vehicular parking in Parcel O will be determined prior to construction of the parking 

structure. Currently, there is some excess capacity in Lot D and the roof of the short-term parking structure is not 
fully utilized. The proposed phasing identifies the construction of the parking structure in an early phase of 
improvements. If deemed to be necessary, Parcel O would be used for employee and rental car parking with 
shuttle service provided. By moving employee parking to Parcel O an additional 590 on-site spaces would be 
available for the public. However, this EIR has evaluated the use of Parcel O for temporary parking as a “worst-
case” scenario. 
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The 2003 NOP assumed 16 aircraft parking spaces. However, the City Council determined in 
February 2005 that no more than 14 aircraft parking spaces would be evaluated in the EIR; 
therefore, the 16 aircraft parking spaces presented in the 2003 NOP have been reduced to 
14 spaces for evaluation in this EIR. Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates 
and vehicular parking would be the same for Alternative A as for the Proposed Project.  

The features described for the Proposed Project, such as modification to the interior of the 
existing Airport Terminal Building, the relocation of general aviation aircraft to Parcel O, the 
LEED standards, and application of the Guiding Principles during project design would all apply 
to Alternative A. 

2.5.3 ALTERNATIVE B 

Facility Improvements 

This alternative further reduces the size of the Airport terminal area improvements compared to 
the Proposed Project. This alternative assumes the Airport terminal area facilities would be a 
maximum of 79,725 square feet. The distribution of the square footage by use is shown in Table 
2.5-1. Similar to Alternative A, the nature of the improvements would generally be the same, 
though reduced in size compared to the Proposed Project, with the following exceptions:  

• Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
• No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
• No additional Airport office space is assumed as part of this alternative. 

Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular parking 
would be the same for Alternative B as for the Proposed Project. The features described for the 
Proposed Project, such as modification to the interior of the existing Airport Terminal Building, 
the relocation of general aviation aircraft to Parcel O, the LEED standards, and application of 
the Guiding Principles during project design would all apply to Alternative B. 

2.5.4 ALTERNATIVE C 

Facility Improvements 

Alternative C represents the No Project Alternative, which assumes that no new facilities would 
be provided at the Airport. The temporary holdrooms provided at the Airport would remain in 
place. The Airport terminal facilities, including holdrooms, would be a total of 56,320 square 
feet. The airline gates would be limited to the eight that currently exist. A total of 10 aircraft 
parking spaces would be provided at the Airport. The vehicle parking would be limited to the 
parking available on site. This would include the existing parking structure and surface parking. 
The spaces that are currently leased off site would not be available because of the short-term 
nature of the leases. Based on recent discussions Boeing has indicated the leases would not be 
available on a long-term basis. Since no new vehicular parking spaces would be provided, this 
alternative would have a net loss of approximately 2,100 parking spaces compared to current 
conditions.  

Additionally, it should be noted that with the current configuration at the Airport, there is not 
sufficient square footage to meet TSA requirements for passenger screening. Should 
Alternative C be selected there may be a need to provide subsequent improvements to ensure 
sufficient square footage is allocated for passenger screening. This may be accomplished 
through modifications to the existing Airport Terminal Building or by providing additional 
temporary space.  
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2.6 PROJECT PHASING 

The Proposed Project is designed to accommodate the current minimum permitted number of 
flights and projected passenger levels at the Airport. The phasing of the Proposed Project would 
be determined based on availability of funding and service priorities. Design of the 
improvements would begin following the certification of the EIR. Pending funding, it is presently 
anticipated that construction of some of the improvements could begin shortly after the 
completion of the EIR. The construction would be phased to minimize impacts to operations at 
the Airport. Implementation of improvements to serve commuter aircraft (i.e., aircraft parking 
spaces) would be phased depending on the level of commuter services at the Airport. Table 
2.6-1 provides an assumed construction-phasing schedule for the improvements. Phasing is 
expected to be the same for all the build alternatives. 

TABLE 2.6-1 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT TERMINAL AREA IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

CONSTRUCTION PHASING ESTIMATE 
 

Element Construction Start Date Duration/Completion 
Parcel O Immediately following EIR certification 

(March/April 2006) 
3 to 4 months 

Parking Structure 3-4 months after EIR certified 
(June/July 2006) 

18 months/Dec 2007 

Terminal Improvements 1 year after EIR certified 
(March 2007) 

24 months/March 2009 

Source: City of Long Beach Public Works, 2005. 

 
2.7 OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Though not a component of the Proposed Project, the EIR also address the impacts associated 
with the possible increase in the number of flights over current conditions. The project is not 
proposing any modifications to the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance or other actions that 
would directly or indirectly affect the number of aircraft operations at the Airport. Rather, at the 
direction of the City Council, the EIR is addressing the potential impacts associated with an 
increase in the number of flights associated with the full utilization of the minimum 25 commuter 
flights, as provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and an increase in the 
commercial carrier flights should the airlines optimize their flight operations. As previously 
indicated, in order for the number of flights to be increased and still comply with the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance, the airlines would have to optimize their flight operations through 
methods such as using quieter aircraft and reducing the number of late night operations. Under 
optimal conditions, which have never been achieved at the Airport, the estimated number of 
increased flights would range between 7 and 11 flights.  

The EIR evaluates the potential impacts associated with 11 additional commercial carrier flights 
and full utilization of the 25 minimum commuter flights provided for in the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. As previously indicated, at the time the NOP was issued and the 
baseline for this EIR was established there were no commuter operations at the Airport. 
Subsequently, America West has initiated daily commuter flights and Delta and Smooth Flight 
Holdings have been granted conditional commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are expected 
to be in regular service between December 2005 and Spring 2006. By addressing the full 
utilization of the commuter flights and the 11 additional commercial carrier flights, the EIR is 
evaluating the implementation of the Proposed Project with maximum flight levels that could 
possibly occur at the Airport under the provisions of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance 
given the current fleet mix and the assumption that airlines would continue operating within 
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current markets. This would increase the number of commercial carrier flights from 41 flights 
that are currently operating at the Airport to 52 commercial flights. Identified as the Optimized 
Flights scenario in this EIR, the evaluation of the full utilization of commuter flights and the 
additional commercial carrier flights is because the impacts associated with these flights would 
be above the current baseline conditions.11 The City would not have any discretion on allowing 
the flights if the conditions outlined in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance are met. The 
methodology for determining that 52 flights would be the maximum reasonable flight level is 
discussed in Section 3.6, Noise. This potential flight level would apply to all the alternatives 
because it could occur under the existing regulatory framework.  

The air carrier and commuter noise budget assessment is conducted annually based on the 
October 1 through September 30 timeframe, with City Council action required on or before 
November 15 of each year. Effective dates for any incremental flight increases would be 
January 1 of the following year. The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance provides that no 
additional flights may be authorized if forecasts show that such flights would result in the air 
carriers or commuters exceeding their 1989-1990-baseline noise budget for the following noise 
budget year.  

The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance also provides that any flights allocated over the 
minimum 41 commercial flights and the 25 commuter flights shall be reduced as necessary 
based on the following year’s assessment to ensure that air carrier and commuter airline noise 
budgets are not exceeded.  

2.8 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

This EIR is intended to serve as the primary environmental document for actions associated 
with the Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project. The City of Long Beach, as the lead 
agency for the Proposed Project, would rely on the environmental analysis contained in this EIR 
for the following approvals: 

• Certification of the EIR by the Planning Commission 
• Alternative Selection by City Council 
• Planned Development Approval 
• Cultural Heritage Committee Review and issuance of a certificate of appropriateness  
• Amendment to the Airport Layout Plan 
• Site Plan Review 

In addition modification to the Airport Layout Plan that affect airside operations (i.e., activities on 
the airfield side of airline gates), such as the addition of new airline gates, aircraft parking 
positions, or modification to general aviation tie down locations, would require approval of the 
Federal Aviation Administration. Any federal actions would require environmental 
documentation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA, not the 
City of Long Beach, would be the lead agency for any documentation pursuant to NEPA. 
However, the FAA may choose to use material in this EIR or incorporate the document by 
reference into the NEPA documentation.  

                                                 
11 As previously indicated, in February 1995, the City of Long Beach City Council certified Negative Declaration 

(ND-19-94), which analyzed the settlement of Airport noise litigation between the City of Long Beach and a 
number of air carriers and other users of the Long Beach Municipal Airport titled Alaska Airlines et al. v. City of 
Long Beach. This settlement is the basis of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance.  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.0 Env Set-110305.doc 3-0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
  and Mitigation Measures 

Section Page 
 

Section 3.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures..........................3-1 
 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.0 Env Set-110305.doc 3-1 Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
  and Mitigation Measures 

SECTION 3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

In accordance with Sections 15125 and 15126(a) to (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this 
Section of the EIR provides analysis of impacts for those environmental topics where it was 
determined that the Proposed Project could result in “potentially significant impacts,” as 
identified in the Initial Study included in Appendix A. Each topical section includes the following 
information: description of the existing setting; identification of methods used for the analysis 
presented in the section; identification of thresholds of significance; analysis of potential project 
effects and significant impacts; identification of a mitigation program, if required, to reduce the 
impacts; and level of significance after mitigation.  

Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses thresholds of significance and 
encourages each public agency to develop thresholds of significance through a public review 
process. Subsequently, these thresholds must be published and adopted by agency ordinance, 
code, or regulation. The City of Long Beach has not formally adopted thresholds of significance; 
however, the City (Environmental Planning, Engineering, and Airport Bureau) has suggested 
thresholds that have been derived from several sources, including previous EIRs prepared by 
the City, the City General Plan, State CEQA Guidelines Checklist, and adopted thresholds from 
other agencies (such as the Federal Aviation Administration and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District). The suggested thresholds of significance are used to evaluate the level 
of impact with implementation of the Proposed Project.  

For each topical issue, the impact analysis is formatted to analyze the potential impacts for the 
Proposed Project related to each threshold of significance. With respect to the Proposed 
Project, the impact analysis is further broken down into subheadings “Construction-Related 
Impacts” and “Project-Related Impacts.” Construction-related impacts are impacts that have 
been identified with respect to construction activities, including grading, site preparation work, 
construction traffic, etc. Project-related impacts are impacts that have been identified to occur 
with project implementation as it relates to the ongoing use of the terminal area improvements. 
The impact analysis also includes a subheading “Additional Effects Related to Optimized 
Flights.” The Optimized Flights scenario, as discussed in Sections 1. 0 and 2.0 is not a 
component of the Proposed Project and is not causally related to the Proposed Project but is 
addressed in this EIR for information purposes. Lastly, as described in Section 1.6, the impact 
analysis includes analysis of the three alternatives (No Project and two alternatives with less 
intense development).  

The mitigation program identified to reduce potential project impacts consists of Standard 
Conditions and Requirements and mitigation measures. The components of the mitigation 
program are described below; the mitigation program is presented in Section 6 of this EIR. 

• Project Design Features – Project Design Features (PDFs) are specific design 
elements proposed by the project applicant and incorporated into the project to prevent 
the occurrence of, or reduce the significance of, potential environmental effects. 
Because PDFs have been incorporated into the project, they do not constitute mitigation 
measures as defined by CEQA. However, PDFs are identified in the mitigation section 
for each topical issue to ensure that they are included in the mitigation monitoring 
program to be developed for, and implemented as a part of, the proposed project. 
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• Standard Conditions and Requirements – Standard conditions and requirements are 
based on local, state, or federal regulations or laws that are frequently required 
independently of CEQA review. They also serve to offset or prevent specific impacts. 
Typical standard conditions and requirements include compliance with the provisions of 
the Uniform Building Code, South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules, local 
agency fee programs, etc. Additional conditions may be imposed on the project by 
government agencies during the approval process, as appropriate. 

• Mitigation Measures – Where a potentially significant environmental effect has been 
identified and is not reduced to a level considered less than significant through the 
application of PDFs and standard conditions and requirements, project-specific 
mitigation measures have been recommended. 

The topical sections that follow incorporate the approaches described above. 
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AESTHETICS 

The purpose of this section is to describe the existing aesthetic environment and analyze 
potential project impacts on the aesthetic character upon implementation of the Proposed 
Project. Consideration of public scenic vistas and views, impacts on scenic resources and the 
introduction of new sources of light and glare are also included in this section. Analysis in this 
section is based on site reconnaissance conducted by RBF Consulting in September 2005; 
aerial photographs; preliminary schematic designs prepared by HOK and CH2M HILL; the City 
of Long Beach General Plan Land Use Element (July 1, 1989 [revised March 1, 1990]); and the 
Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development 
Plan (September 7, 1997).  

3.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Long Beach Airport 

The Long Beach Airport (Airport) totals approximately 1,166 acres and includes five runways 
and Terminal and airport support facilities. Airport support facilities include commercial storage, 
general industrial, light industrial and medium industrial uses, generally located at the 
northeastern, eastern, southern and western portion of the project site. 

The existing terminal facilities (where the majority of the Proposed Project improvements would 
occur) are located on the eastern portion of the project site. Uses within this area include the 
Terminal Building, holdrooms consisting of a south boarding lounge (permanent structure), a 
second south boarding lounge and a north boarding lounge (both temporary trailer structures), 
the TSA’s temporary structure and covered-outdoor baggage screening area, covered-outdoor 
baggage belt, covered-outdoor baggage claim, safety offices, buildings housing electrical 
equipment, other temporary structures utilized for airport activities, a parking structure, and 
surface parking facilities. Surface parking is provided in lots east of the Terminal Building, 
between the terminal and Lakewood Boulevard. Airport service facilities are located both north 
and south of Donald Douglas Drive. Donald Douglas Drive intersects with Lakewood Boulevard 
and loops in front of the Terminal Building and around the parking structures and a portion of 
the surface lots. The Terminal Building is a white, two-story structure with the old air traffic 
control tower extending another two stories above the first two floors. The terminal area facilities 
total approximately 56,320 square feet. A four-story parking structure is located immediately 
east of the Terminal Building and south of a surface lot used for rental cars. Two temporary 
structures are located within the car rental lot: a building for car rental companies (used for 
customers and offices) and an office used by AMPCO, the operator of the parking lots. On the 
airfield side, uses include 10 aircraft parking spaces for the commercial carriers, a general 
aviation tie down area on the Million Air site to the north, and aircraft parking for Gulfstream 
manufacturing to the south.  

The Proposed Project would also include Parcel O, a seven-acre site located at the southwest 
portion of the airport. However, only about 6.0 acres of Parcel O are developable for tie-down 
and hangar use. The location of Parcel O is depicted in Exhibit 2-7, Location of Parcel O. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The area surrounding the Airport is generally urban in character. I-405 and several roadway 
arterials surround the Airport. Surrounding uses include the Skylinks Golf Course, residential 
uses, and the Airport Business Park to the east, and industrial and commercial uses to the 

 
E:\3.1 Aesthetics-110405.doc 3.1-1 U Aesthetics 



Long Beach Airport terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

south and west. The terminal area is generally not visible from surrounding residential uses 
because of intervening development and the Skylinks Golf Course. The City of Signal Hill is 
located to the southwest and is at a higher elevation than the Airport.  

The existing Boeing property and industrial uses in City of Lakewood are located north of the 
Airport. On December 14, 2004, the Long Beach City Council approved the Douglas Park reuse 
plan for a portion of the Boeing property. That plan provides for 261 acres of mixed-use 
development, including 3.3 million square feet of commercial and office space, 200,000 square 
feet of retail space, 1,400 residential units, 400 hotel rooms, and 11 acres of park uses. 

Light and Glare 

There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from building interiors that passes 
through windows and light from exterior sources (i.e., street lighting, building illumination, 
security lighting, and landscape lighting). Light introduction can be a nuisance to adjacent areas, 
diminish the view of the clear night sky, and if uncontrolled, can disturb wildlife in natural habitat 
areas. Perceived glare is the unwanted and potentially objectionable sensation as observed by 
a person as they look directly into the light source of a luminaire. Light spill is typically defined 
as the presence of unwanted light on properties adjacent to the property. 

Current airport facilities within the Proposed Project site produce light and glare typical of urban 
areas. Interior and exterior lighting is currently associated with the existing terminal facilities. In 
addition, the parking lots and parking structure contain security lighting. Donald Douglas Drive 
also contributes to light sources on-site with streetlights and headlights from the vehicles 
traversing the roadway. However, it should be noted that FAA has rules and regulations 
pertaining to minimizing glare and shielding of lighting from pilots. Parcel O is vacant and does 
not generate any light and glare.  

Related Planning Programs 

City of Long Beach General Plan – Scenic Routes Element 

The City of Long Beach General Plan includes the Scenic Routes Element, which addresses the 
subject of aesthetics and physical design of roadways. It is closely related to the Open Space 
Element and lays the groundwork for aesthetic considerations. The Scenic Routes Element 
contains the Conceptual Plan of Scenic Routes exhibit. Lakewood Boulevard (located 
immediately east of the Proposed Project site) is a recommended Scenic Route. The following 
policies from the Scenic Routes Element would apply to scenic routes. 

• Develop land use regulations and apply standards to control and enhance the quality of 
new and existing development within the scenic corridors of designated routes. 

• Require the development and use of aesthetic design considerations in any necessary 
modifications of roadways and appurtenances for the enhancement of all designated 
scenic routes. 

• Increase the visibility of aesthetic features, natural and man-made, to develop a better 
awareness of the observer’s location within the City and a better understanding of the 
City’s function and meaning.  
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The Scenic Routes Element also includes Criteria and Standards that identify scenic corridor 
criteria, and design standards for structures, signing, landscaping, views, utility lines, traffic flow, 
and bike routes. 

Historic Long Beach Airport Building: New Construction Considerations 

The Airport Terminal building is considered a local historical landmark. Therefore, any new 
construction proposed adjacent to the Airport Terminal Building or attached onto it would be 
required to comply with the requirements of the May 7, 1991 MOU adopted by the Cultural 
Heritage Commission and the City Council. The MOU outlines provisions for implementing 
improvements to the Airport Terminal Building. As previously indicated and more fully discussed 
in Section 3.3, Cultural Resources, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
(Standards) have been attached to the MOU.  

Zoning Ordinance 

The project site is zoned Planned Development 12 (PD-12). Development regulations for PD-12 
are defined in the Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal 
Planned Development Plan (Development Plan). Exhibit A of the Development Plan identifies 
the Project site as Subarea 1. Uses within Subarea 1 include, but are not limited to, Airport 
Terminal Building and other terminal facilities; Airport and aviation-related commercial office; 
research, assembly, manufacture, testing, and repair of aviation-related components, devices, 
equipment and systems; and other similar and compatible uses approved by the Director of 
Planning and Building. The following are the relevant development standards from the 
Development Plan that apply to the aesthetics issues. 

A. Building Siting. All buildings shall be arranged on their site to provide views between 
buildings, to avoid the impression of a wall of buildings adjacent to any public right-of-
way and to encourage views of the airport Terminal Building. 

B. Parking Structures. All parking structure roofs shall be designed to carry landscaping in 
planters. Independent and separate pedestrian access shall be provided from all parking 
structures to all surrounding principal uses. All parking structures shall be architecturally 
compatible with the existing Terminal Building. Exterior facades should be articulated so 
that there is relief from long uninterrupted horizontal and/or vertical lines. 

No parking structure shall be located so that the line of sight from Donald Douglas Drive 
approaching the Terminal Building is disrupted. A special height restriction shall limit any 
parking structure opposite the Terminal Building to 32 feet. Forty-three feet shall be the 
maximum height allowed for any other parking structure. 

C. Building Heights. All buildings shall be subject to the conditions contained in the limits 
mandated by the Federal Aviation Administration so that no building shall exceed the 
height limits imposed by the Federal Aviation Administration FAR Part 77. All building 
heights should be integrated with a total design concept and shall be related to the 
existing and planned developments of the plan area. 

Terminal Building. The existing Terminal Building has been designated a City of Long 
Beach Historic Landmark and shall not be expanded. The unique architectural features 
of the building (rounded corners, curved walls, tile floors, extensive use of glass) shall be 
preserved. External improvements to the Terminal Building (with the exception of 
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exterior refurbishment) shall be limited to the creation of passenger holding room 
facilities (to include waiting areas, gift shop and food service) and passenger concourse 
connector(s) with or without security check-in facilities and security office. The existing 
baggage claim area may be relocated and enlarged to accommodate an increase in 
space requirements related to an approved increase in flights. The external 
improvements to the Terminal Building shall be designed so that the architectural 
treatment of these facilities will be consistent with and in harmony with the existing 
Terminal Building. 

Reflective glass. The City requires that a 20 percent reflective glass threshold be met. 
However, at the time of this Analysis, the Proposed Project contains only conceptual 
design features and, therefore, cannot definitively determine if the Proposed Project 
meets the 20 percent reflective glass threshold. Buildings designed with reflective glass 
are required to submit reflection studies showing sun and reflective glare patterns and 
their effect on ground and air transportation. Such studies are submitted in conjunction 
with Site Plan Review. Mirrored reflective glass shall not be used as a major façade 
element. Metal buildings shall not be allowed along the street frontage of any public 
street.  

3.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if: 

• Components of the project would be inconsistent with applicable plans and policies as 
set forth by the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Planned Development Ordinance. 

• The project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and surroundings. 

• The project would adversely impacts views of the existing Terminal from the airfield and 
the street. 

• The height and massing of structural elements of the project would not be compatible 
with the existing historic Terminal Building and nearby residential neighborhoods. 

• The project includes reflective glass with a reflectivity greater than 20 percent.  

Impact Analysis 

Proposed Project 

Threshold 1: Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if components of 
the project would be inconsistent with applicable plans and policies as 
set forth by the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Planned 
Development Ordinance. 
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Construction Related Impacts 

The construction activities themselves would not trigger a significant impact associated with 
inconsistency with applicable plans and policies. The plans and policies address the 
development rather than the construction activities themselves. The consistency of the 
Proposed Project is addressed below. There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

City of Long Beach General Plan Scenic Resources − The City of Long Beach General Plan 
includes the Scenic Routes Element, which identifies Lakewood Boulevard (located immediately 
east of the project site) as a recommended Scenic Route. Though not an adopted Scenic 
Route, the Proposed Project would comply with the policies of the Scenic Routes Element. The 
proposed improvements would be consistent with the Development Code and all historical 
resource restoration requirements resulting in a development that would enhance the quality of 
the new and existing terminal facilities. The Proposed Project includes the extension of the 
southern segment of Donald Douglas Drive to connect to Lakewood Boulevard, a designated 
Scenic Route. However, only right turns onto Lakewood Boulevard would be allowed from this 
new portion of Donald Douglas Drive. This would include the preservation of viewsheds and 
enhancement with landscaping. Finally, design of the Proposed Project would ensure the 
visibility of the historical aesthetic character of the Terminal Building. The proposed additional 
square footage serving the terminal uses would be located to the west of the existing Terminal 
Building, thereby ensuring the improvements do not diminish the architecturally significant 
exterior elements of the Terminal Building. Additionally, the view corridor upon approach to the 
Terminal Building would not be obstructed. Therefore, there would be no impacts associated 
with Lakewood Boulevard, should be become an adopted Scenic Route.  

Views of Parcel O would not be visible from any designated scenic routes. Therefore, there 
would be no impact associated with the proposed development of this area. 

Historic Long Beach Airport Building: New Construction Considerations − The Terminal Building 
is considered a historical resource and therefore alteration of the physical characteristics of the 
building or obstruction of views of the Building would be considered a significant impact.  

The May 7, 1990 MOU adopted by the Cultural Heritage Commission and the City Council 
pertaining to new construction adjacent to or attached onto the Terminal Building that 
recommends the Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards be followed. Complying 
with the Standards, impacts to historic resources, in this case for the Terminal Building, would 
not occur. Of the four treatment approaches, only rehabilitation includes an opportunity to make 
possible an efficient contemporary use through alterations and additions. Rehabilitation can 
generally be described as making the necessary changes to a building to allow for its new or 
continued use in a contemporary manner. 

For the new work proposed for the Terminal Building, it is recommended that the form and 
detailing of those architectural materials and features that are important in defining the Terminal 
Building’s historic character and which must be retained in order to preserve that character be 
identified and prioritized in order of importance. These key features, which may include exterior 
and interior spaces and elements, are called character-defining features. Standard 
Condition 3.3-3 (Section 3.3.3) requires that final design of the any modification that effect the 
Terminal Building receive a certificate of appropriateness from the Cultural Heritage 

 
E:\3.1 Aesthetics-110405.doc 3.1-5 U Aesthetics 



Long Beach Airport terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

Commission. This process, which is in compliance with Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code, 
ensures that the final design satisfies the criteria outlined in the memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) adopted by the City Council and Cultural Heritage Commission pertaining to 
modifications to the Terminal Building. The character-defining features are further discussed in 
Section 3.3, Cultural Resources.  

As illustrated in Exhibits 3.1-1 and 3.1-2, the redevelopment of the terminal area facilities would 
not alter the historic character of the Terminal Building. The new terminal facilities would be set 
back from the Terminal Building and would be at a lower height and scale than the Terminal 
Building. The historic character would be replicated within the terminal facilities, with the linear 
extensions mimicking the aerodynamic design of the Terminal Building. In addition, 
improvements to the interior of the Terminal Building would potentially include removing the 
existing carpeting to reveal the historic mosaics on the main concourse of the first floor. The 
mosaics, which have been covered with carpet and possible linoleum, are similar to the mosaics 
that are visible on the intermediate stair landings and the corridor on the second floor. Finally as 
previously indicated, all development would be required to comply with the MOU which is based 
upon the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings 
(Standards). As indicated above, of the four treatment approaches provided in the Standards 
(preserving, rehabilitating, restoring, and reconstructing), only rehabilitation includes an 
opportunity to make possible an efficient contemporary use through alterations and additions.  

Construction of any new buildings immediately adjacent to the Airport Terminal Building or any 
exterior additions on the building are permissible; however, such work should not radically 
change, obscure, or destroy the character-defining spaces, materials, features or finishes. 
Therefore, the following considerations should be made pursuant to the Standards for 
Rehabilitation: 

• Any new construction proposed for the Airport building itself or adjacent to it should 
consider the building’s primary and secondary elevations, scale, mass, rhythm, height, 
form, and architectural details. 

• The construction of any new addition, if so proposed, should be done so that there is the 
least possible loss of historic materials and so that noted character-defining features are 
not obscured, damage, or destroyed. 

• The design of any new construction proposed should be conducted in a manner that 
makes clear what is original historic fabric and what is new. 

• If expansion is proposed for any interior spaces, such work should be conducted in non-
character-defining interior spaces rather than within significant notable spaces or 
erecting a new addition, if possible. 

• The overall design of any new building or addition should consider the relationship 
between the new work proposed and the historic property. The new design should not 
result in the diminution or loss of the historic character of the resource. Keep in mind that 
the design of the new work may be contemporary or may reference (not mimic or 
replicate) design motifs from the historic building. In either case, the new work should 
always be clearly differentiated from the historic building and be compatible in terms of 
mass, materials, relationship to solids to voids, and color. 
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• Any new additions and construction proposed should consider the size and scale in 
relationship to the historic building. The design of the new work may be somewhat taller 
than the existing building, but should respect the overall scale, massing, and height of 
the historic property. Its design should be set back from the wall planes of the historic 
building as to not overpower and dwarf it. 

Compliance with SC 3.1-2 and SC 3.1-3, ensuring compliance with the Standards and MOU, 
would reduce impacts regarding preservation of the aesthetic historical character of the 
Terminal Building to a less than significant impact.  

Zoning Ordinance − The Proposed Project would redevelop the terminal area facilities ensuring 
that the construction of the new improvements are compatible with the existing historic Terminal 
Building and would not compromise the historic integrity of the building. The Proposed Project 
would consolidate uses that are currently dispersed throughout multiple buildings (including 
permanent and temporary facilities) that do not have a cohesive design. Other improvements 
include development of an additional parking structure, improvements to the existing parking 
structure that would be consistent with the Terminal Building’s architectural design, and 
improvements to Parcel O, as described in Section 2.5, Project Description. Finally, all 
development would be required to comply with the Development Plan design guidelines and 
development standards, ensuring an aesthetically pleasing development that is unified in design 
and architecture. Compliance with SC 3.1-1, SC 3.1-2, and SC 3.1-3 would ensure project 
related impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, the aesthetic character would remain unchanged. The 
improvements to the proposed Airport terminal area and Parcel O would be the same and would 
not be affected by an increase in flights resulting from the Optimized Flights scenario. There 
would be no aesthetic impacts related to consistency with plans and policies resulting from the 
Optimized Flights scenario, no mitigation measures would be required.  

Threshold 2:  Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if the project 
would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and surroundings. 

Threshold 3:  Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if it would 
adversely impact views of the existing Terminal from the airfield and the 
street. 

Threshold 4:  Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if the height and 
massing of structural elements of the project would not be compatible 
with the existing historic Terminal Building and nearby residential 
neighborhoods. 

These thresholds are discussed together because they all pertain to the aesthetic character of 
the Proposed Project. Basic to this discussion is an understanding of the sensitive viewsheds 
that would be influenced by the Proposed Project. The majority of the viewsheds of the 
Proposed Project site from off-site areas are obstructed due to their distance from the site and 
the intervening airport facilities. Views from the golf courses to the north and east of the site are 
obstructed by the intervening roadways and airport facilities, which obstruct views of the 
terminal facilities. The commercial uses to the south and residential and commercial uses to the 
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west are obstructed by I-405 and airport support facilities, which obstruct views of the terminal 
facilities. Residential uses to the east are obstructed by high vegetation from Skylinks Golf 
Course. The only partial viewshed of the project site is provided from Donald Douglas Drive and 
Signal Hill. Views from the eastbound travel lane of Donald Douglas Drive provide partial views 
of the subject site, which consist of the Terminal Building, the parking structure, and other 
temporary structures used for airport activities. Signal Hill affords views of the entire City, 
including the Project site. Currently, from Signal Hill there are mid- and long-range views of the 
Terminal Building with miscellaneous support structures surrounding the Terminal. On the 
Airport site, views of the terminal area are predominately in the immediate vicinity of the 
Terminal Building and upon approach to the Airport. Views of the ramp area and back of the 
Terminal can be seen from the Boeing C-17 area and the west side of the Airport. Parcel O is 
most visible by motorists along I-405 and from the commercial/business uses adjacent to the 
Airport.  

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction-related activities associated with the Proposed Project would predominately be 
visible by the public as they approach the Terminal Building. Graded surfaces, construction 
materials, equipment, and truck traffic would be visible. Soil would be stockpiled and equipment 
for grading activities would be staged at various locations. These visual impacts, although 
temporary, would degrade the existing visual character and would be considered potentially 
significant unless mitigated. With implementation of the recommended mitigation pertaining to 
equipment staging areas and the use of screening, construction-related impacts would be 
reduced to a level considered less than significant.  

Impact 3.1-1  The Proposed Project would alter views of the project site during 
construction activities, potentially resulting in short-term aesthetic 
impacts. Implementation of MM 3.1-1 and MM 3.1-2 would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Project Related Impacts 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would alter the existing visual character of the project 
site. Currently, the terminal area includes the Terminal Building with various permanent and 
temporary structures which house airport support facilities with varying architectural styles and 
designs. Implementation of the Proposed Project would redevelop the terminal area, adjacent 
existing surface parking, and Parcel O at the southern end of the Airport. Refer to Exhibit 2-6, 
Elevations of Conceptual Design, for an illustration of the elevations for the proposed terminal 
facilities. 

Views of the eastern portion of the project site would remain similar with a surface parking lot 
for taxis and shuttles immediately east of the Terminal Building. However, proposed 
modifications to surface lots would include modified access points, refencing, restriping, 
signage, etc. In addition, a four- to five-story parking structure would be constructed east of the 
existing parking structure, which would also result in onsite roadway modifications and 
architectural modifications to the existing parking structure. The proposed parking structure 
would be approximately 40 to 50 feet in height. Approximately 20 percent of the structure would 
provide four levels of parking, with the remainder providing five levels of parking. As previously 
indicated, the placement of the proposed parking structure is east of the existing parking 
structure. This location protects the view corridor of the Terminal Building from Donald Douglas 
Drive on approach to the Airport, thereby minimizing potential visual impacts to the Terminal 
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Building. The proposed façade for the parking structure would complement the Streamline 
Moderne architectural style of the existing Terminal Building. Exhibit 3.1-3, Visual Simulation – 
Proposed Parking Structure, provides a visual simulation of the concept design for the proposed 
parking structure.  

The Proposed Project would also modify the existing parking structure, including a new façade 
to match the new parking structure and complement the architecture of the Airport Terminal. 
After modifications to the existing parking structure, the façades of the Airport Terminal and 
parking structures would provide a unified appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the 
terminal area and the Airport Terminal's identification as a Cultural Heritage Landmark.  

Views of the eastern portion of the project site would be altered with the redevelopment of the 
terminal facilities. While the exterior of the Terminal Building would remain the same, a covered 
walkway for pick up and drop off would be located north of the main building. The 
ticketing/queuing area would be south of the Terminal Building with architectural elements 
similar to the expanded portion of the Terminal Building. The one-story covered baggage claim 
and security areas would extend further north and south behind the Terminal Building. The 
covered areas would be linear in design with the similar pillars and window accents as the 
greeting area and ticketing/queuing area. The baggage claim and security area would obstruct 
views further west of the holdroom and airplane parking area. Refer to Exhibit 3.1-1, View 
Perspective of Conceptual Design from Land Side, for an illustration of the eastern elevation of 
the proposed terminal facilities looking southwest. 

Views from the north would be altered in front of the Terminal Building with the development of 
a turn-about located to the north of the greeting area. Views from the airside (from the west) 
would be of the holdroom that would extend almost the length of the baggage and security area 
located behind the Terminal Building. The holdroom would be oblong with the same reflective 
glass utilized on the landside of the Terminal Building. Refer to Exhibit 3.1-2, View Perspective 
of Conceptual Design from Air Side, for an illustration of the western elevation of the proposed 
terminal facilities looking northeast. While views across the project site would be modified, 
analysis has concluded that future development would not significantly alter the visual character 
of the project site nor would it be considered degradation to the visual character of the site or 
the surroundings.  

As previously indicated in the introduction to the analysis of these thresholds, the majority of the 
viewsheds of the project site from off-site areas are obstructed due to their distance from the 
site and the surrounding airport facilities, which obstruct views of the terminal facilities. Signal 
Hill affords views of the entire City, including the Project site. However, these views would not 
be adversely affected because they would be mid-range to distant views. Currently, views from 
Signal Hill are of the Terminal Building with miscellaneous support structures surrounding the 
Terminal. The Proposed Project would be consistent with the overall character of the Airport and 
would not substantially alter the viewshed. Implementation of the Proposed Project would create 
one linear facility that would be cohesive in design and would improve the overall aesthetic 
character of the Project site. Therefore, off-site view impacts would be less than significant.  

Another component of the project is the development of Parcel O for temporary vehicular 
parking during the construction of the proposed parking structure and for aircraft tie-down for the 
general aviation aircraft relocated from Million Air. As part of the Parcel O development, small 
aircraft hangars may be constructed. Generally, there are limited views of Parcel O from 
surrounding land uses. I-405 extends along the southern edge of the parcel and acts as a 
barrier for views from the uses south of the Airport. The existing berm constructed west of Clark 
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Avenue would limit views of Parcel O from the residential development east of Clark Avenue. 
Therefore, due to the limited views and exposure of sensitive uses, light and glare impacts are 
considered to be less than significant.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, the aesthetic character would remain unchanged. The 
improvements to the proposed Airport terminal area would be the same and would not be 
affected by an increase in flights resulting from the Optimized Flights scenario.  

Threshold 5:  Impacts to aesthetics would be considered significant if the project 
includes reflective glass with a reflectivity greater than 20 percent.  

Construction Related Impacts 

Short-term light and glare impacts associated with construction activity would likely be limited to 
nighttime lighting necessary for security purposes. There are no residential uses in close 
proximity to the development site that would be affected by the lighting. All security lighting 
would need to comply with FAA requirements to avoid spill over that would affect pilots. 
Additionally, shielding of lighting would be required to avoid impacts to motorist access the 
Airport or on adjacent streets. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 is recommended to reduce 
potential construction-related light and glare impacts to less than significant levels.  

Project Related Impacts 

Light and glare associated with the existing project site is presently generated by the existing 
terminal facilities. Implementation of the Proposed Project would increase the size of the 
terminal facilities by approximately 44,530 square feet, resulting in a greater amount of light 
emanating from the interior. Additionally, there would be lighting associated with improvements, 
such as the parking structure and uses in Parcel O. The Proposed Project would be required to 
comply with applicable regulations associated with light and glare as set forth in the zoning 
ordinance and FAA. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would ensure 
that light and glare would not result in air safety hazards, resulting in less than significant 
impacts in this regard.  

Impact 3.1-2 The Proposed Project would result in construction activities and 
expansion of the terminal facilities. This could result in light and glare 
impacts associated with security lighting and light emanating from the 
proposed improvements. The short-term and long-term light and glare 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of MM 3.1-2 through MM 3.1-4. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, the improvements to the proposed Airport terminal area 
would be the same and would not be affected by an increase in flights resulting from the 
Optimized Flights scenario. No additional improvements are proposed to serve the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Therefore, the Optimized Flights scenario would not result in any additional 
effects to the aesthetic character of the area and no additional mitigation measures would be 
required.  
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Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction activities associated with Alternative A would be similar as to those described for 
the Proposed Project. The type of facilities and construction techniques would be the same. 
Therefore, the overall type and magnitude of impacts would be expected to be about the same. 
Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 would both be applicable to Alternative A. Implementation of the 
standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.1.3, Mitigation Program, 
below would reduce potential impacts to aesthetic resources to a level considered less than 
significant.  

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative A would result in similar aesthetic and 
visual resource impacts to the Airport Terminal Building and adjacent areas, including Parcel O. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, there are minor reductions in square footage associated 
with Alternative A. The reduction in square footage would only represent about a five percent 
reduction. This incremental reduction would not substantially reduce the overall character of 
proposed improvements.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.1.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to aesthetic resources to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, the improvements to the proposed Airport terminal area 
would be the same and would not be affected by an increase in flights resulting from the 
Optimized Flights scenario. Since there would be no additional modifications associated with the 
Optimized Flights scenario there would be no additional effects and no additional mitigation 
measures would be required.  

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction activities associated with Alternative B would be similar as to those described for 
the Proposed Project. Since the type of facilities and construction techniques would be the 
same, the overall type and magnitude of impacts would be expected to be about the same. 
Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 would both be applicable to Alternative B. Implementation of the 
standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.1.3, Mitigation Program, 
below would reduce potential impacts to aesthetic resources to a level considered less than 
significant.  

Project Related Impacts 

Construction of Alternative B would result in similar aesthetic and visual resource impacts to the 
Airport Terminal Building and adjacent areas, including Parcel O. This alternative proposes an 
approximately 23 percent reduction in square footage compared to the Proposed Project. As a 
result the mass of the buildings would be reduced. Given that the reduction is relatively 
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substantial, the difference would be noticeable; however, no significant impact associated with 
building mass was identified for the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.1.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to aesthetic resources to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, the improvements to the proposed Airport terminal area 
would be the same and would not be affected by an increase in flights resulting from the 
Optimized Flights scenario. Since there would be no additional modifications associated with the 
Optimized Flights scenario there would be no additional effects and no additional mitigation 
measures would be required.  

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction related impacts because it does not propose 
any construction activities. No construction related impacts would occur and no mitigation would 
be required.  

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any modifications to the Airport facilities; therefore, there would 
be no direct aesthetic impacts associated with this alternative. However, temporary buildings 
would remain. This would result in the continuation of the lack of a unified visual character for 
the terminal area facilities. Additional fencing or other improvements could be required with this 
alternative to accommodate TSA’s requirements to separate passengers that have completed 
the security screening process prior to boarding the aircraft from others. The potential visual 
impacts associated with subsequent improvements are not known at this time. It is assumed 
separate CEQA documentation would be completed in conjunction with any future 
improvements that may be necessary. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Operation of the Optimized Flights scenario would not result in any aesthetic impacts because 
no changes to the existing Terminal or ground disturbance would be required. Therefore, no 
new effects would result from implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario and no 
mitigation would be required.  

3.1.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.1-1 The Guiding Principals have been used in the development of the conceptual 
design plan.  As part of final design, the requirements outlined in these 
documents, which are named below, would provide guidance to protect the 
historic integrity of the existing terminal.  This also serves to ensure a unified 
appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the terminal area.  The Guiding 
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Principals include: (1) May 7, 1990, memorandum of understanding (MOU) by 
the Neighborhood and Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach 
providing guidelines for future environmental review of the Airport Terminal 
Building; (2) Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic 
buildings;(3) Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport 
Terminal Planned Development Plan Ordinance adopted by the City Council on 
September 2, 1997; (4) the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance (Chapter 2.63 of 
the Municipal Code); and (5) a memorandum on considerations for new 
construction prepared by PCR (June 22, 2005). These documents all provide 
guidance on development standards for terminal area improvements and are 
included in Appendix B.  

Standard Conditions and Requirements 

SC 3.1-1 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
development complies with the development standards and design guidelines 
contained in Ordinance No. C-7496, Development and Use Standards for the 
Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development Plan (PD-12). 

SC 3.1-2 Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall ensure 
that any new construction proposed adjacent to the Terminal Building or attached 
onto it shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings, and more specifically, the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards).  

SC 3.1-3 Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall ensure 
that all development shall comply with the May 7, 1990 MOU adopted by the City 
Council and Cultural Heritage Commission providing guidelines for future 
environmental review of the Airport Terminal Building (the MOU is contained in 
Appendix B). 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.1-1 During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure that 
construction materials and equipment staging areas be located away from 
existing residential uses and, when feasible, appropriate screening (i.e., 
temporary fencing with opaque material) shall be used to buffer views of the 
construction site.  

MM 3.1-2 During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure that 
temporary construction-related security lighting shall be arranged so that direct 
rays will not shine on or produce glare for adjacent street traffic and residential 
uses. The light fixtures specified for the Project design must comply with the 
standard of the Illuminating Engineering Society for full cutoff capability.  

MM 3.1-3 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
exterior lighting be designed and located as to avoid intrusive effects on the 
runway operations, so as not to result in an air safety hazard. Low-intensity street 
lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used throughout the 
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development to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures shall use shielding, if 
necessary to prevent spill lighting on adjacent off-site uses.  

MM 3.1-4 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
development projects use reflective glass that is less than 20 percent and all 
other materials used on exterior buildings and structures shall be selected with 
attention to minimizing reflective glare. 

3.1.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

All potentially significant aesthetic and visual resource impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project would be reduced to a level considered less than significant with implementation of the 
mitigation program identified above in Section 3.1.3.  
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3.2 AIR QUALITY AND HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 

This section summarizes the methodology and results of the air quality impact analysis (AQIA) 
and human health risk assessment (HHRA) conducted for the proposed Long Beach Airport 
Terminal Area Improvement Project. It also presents information regarding existing conditions 
and trends as well as the current air quality regulatory setting, which influence activities in the 
region. The Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach 
Airport, which was prepared by Camp Dresser and McKee (CDM) in September 2005, is 
included in its entirety as Appendix C. 

METHODOLOGY 

Emissions Estimates 

A detailed emission estimation methodology is included in the Protocol for Conducting the Air 
Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for Long Beach Airport, provided 
in Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). A summary of the methodology is presented below, 
and deviations from the protocol are noted. 

Criteria air pollutants associated with airport operation include: carbon monoxide (CO), lead 
(Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide 
(SO2). The analysis of O3, a photochemical oxidant, was accomplished by estimating emissions 
of its precursors: volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) emission inventories were developed for those pollutants known 
or expected to be emitted by sources at the Airport. Emissions from both aircraft and non-
aircraft activities were estimated for the following alternatives: 

• 2005 Existing Conditions 
• 2011 and 2020 Project with Optimized Flight Operations 
• 2011 and 2020 No Project with Optimized Flight Operations 

Hydrocarbon (HC) and particulate matter (PM) emissions were developed for airport sources, 
with the latter including both metals and diesel exhaust PM (DPM). Specific TAC emission rates 
were then estimated through use of speciation profiles suitable for each source/pollutant. 
Pollutant-specific emission rates were estimated for the following types of sources operated at 
the Airport: 

• Aircraft and auxiliary power units (APU). 
• Ground support equipment (GSE). 
• Ground access vehicles (passenger, employee, cargo). 
• Fuel storage and handling. 
• Maintenance facilities. 
• Utility plants. 
• Construction equipment and other construction activities that generate air emissions. 

The primary emission models used to develop criteria air pollutant inventories for the Airport 
included the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) Emissions and Dispersion Modeling 
System (EDMS), Version 4.3 (FAA 2005) for aircraft and APU sources; the California Air 
Resources Board’s (CARB’s) OFFROAD model (CARB 2001) for GSE, CARB’s URBEMIS 2002 
model (CARB 2003a) for construction equipment, and CARB’s EMFAC2002 model (CARB 
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2002a) for on-road motor vehicles. The PM10 and PM2.5 size fractions from airport sources were 
determined using the CARB-approved California Emission Inventory and Reporting System 
(CEIDARS) (CARB 2002b). These models were supplemented with AP-42 emission factors 
(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1995a) for fuel storage and handling, and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidance for project-related terminal heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems. 

Aircraft Emissions Estimation 

Aircraft emissions are primarily dependent on the following: 

• Category of operation and number of operations for each category. 
• Operational mode and time spent in each mode. 
• Criteria pollutant emission factors for the type and size of engines used. 
• Speciation profiles or other methods to determine TAC emissions. 

These emissions are estimated from the mode-specific emission factors, the number of engines, 
the time in mode (TIM), the number of landing/takeoff operations (LTOs) for a given hour or 
year, and the temporal variations associated with each category of aircraft. 

Fleet Mix and Operational Activity 

Aircraft operations were determined for the following flight categories: (1) air carrier (2) air 
cargo, (3) industrial (aircraft manufacturing/maintenance), (4) commuter, (5) charter, (6) general 
aviation (GA), and (7) military/government. The temporal variations (activity variations by hour-
of-day, day-of-week, and month-of-year) for these categories are presented in Attachment E of 
the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport 
(refer to Appendix C). 

Fleet mix and activity information for air carrier and commuter flight categories were obtained 
from 2004 Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System (ANOMS) data (used to represent 
the 2005 Existing Conditions) and forecasts for the 2020 alternatives (HNTB 2004). The aircraft 
types for these categories are included in the ANOMS and forecast reports. The 2004 ANOMS 
data is summarized in Attachment C of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C), and the 2020 forecast report is 
presented in Attachment D to the same. 

For air cargo, industrial, charter, general aviation, and military/government flight categories, the 
activity levels were assumed the same as the 2005 Existing Conditions. The Proposed Project 
does not expand facilities or components for these categories. The fleet mix for air cargo and 
industrial categories were based on the ANOMS data for 2004. The fleet mix for the other three 
categories was based on basic aircraft size (one or two engine) and type (jet/turbofan or 
propeller) provided by the City (City of Long Beach 2005a). 

Time in Mode 

Emissions occur during four basic modes of aircraft operation: (1) taxi/idle, (2) takeoff, (3) climb-
out, and (4) approach. The time spent in each mode, affects the magnitude of pollutant 
emissions from that mode of operation. 

A fifth mode, reverse thrust, has been included in some analyses. Reverse thrust results in 
similar emissions as climb-out or takeoff modes. For the purposes of this analysis, reverse 
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thrust emissions were indirectly estimated by assuming that all aircraft departing from the 
Airport are fully loaded (depart at maximum takeoff weight) and thus spend more time in the 
takeoff and climb-out modes than aircraft departing at the airport-average takeoff weight. The 
calculation of the differences in takeoff and climb-out time between aircraft at maximum takeoff 
weight and those at 90 percent of maximum takeoff weight are included in the protocol 
presented in Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). 

Data used to determine TIM were obtained from two sources. Taxi/idle times for the Airport 
were estimated at 10 minutes per LTO (EEA 1999). TIMs for the other three modes were the 
same as those calculated in EDMS - Version 4.3 (FAA 2005), for each airframe/engine 
combination analyzed. 

Emission Factors 

Mode-specific CO, VOC, NOX, and SO2 emission factors from EDMS 4.3 for both turbine and 
piston aircraft engines were used. Mode-specific PM10 emissions for aircraft turbofan engines 
are included in EDMS 4.3. However, a number of aircraft -- including all piston aircraft -- do not 
have PM10 emission factors in EDMS 4.3. Therefore, PM10 emissions were estimated using the 
emission indices presented in the protocol included as Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact 
Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). 
The aerodynamic diameter of PM from aircraft are typically much less than 2.5 micrometers 
(�m) (Anderson, et al. 2003; Petzold et al. 2003), thus PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from aircraft 
engines are assumed to be equal. 

Chemical Speciation 

To estimate chemical-specific emissions for aircraft in each of the flight categories, the following 
information was used: (1) HC and PM emission factors for each engine, (2) fleet mix and 
operational activity for each flight category, (3) TIM, and (4) chemical speciation for aircraft VOC 
and PM emissions.  

The mode-specific speciation profiles for organic TACs used in this analysis are included in the 
protocol (Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment 
for the Long Beach Airport), which is included in Appendix C. Piston aircraft VOC speciation 
was based on CARB’s profile number 413 (CARB 2003d). 

Metal speciation profiles are distinct for turbine and piston aircraft. For piston aircraft, lead is the 
only major metal pollutant, due to the use of leaded aviation gas. The lead specification for 
100LL (0.56 g/gal) was used to estimate lead emissions from piston aircraft. For turbines, a 
profile was developed from elemental analysis of Jet A fuel conducted by the U.S. Navy 
(Shumway 2000). The elemental analysis is included in the protocol Attachment A of the Air 
Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer 
to Appendix C). 

Auxiliary Power Unit Emissions  

Criteria pollutant emissions from auxiliary power units (APUs) were estimated using EDMS APU 
assignments to aircraft types. Since the Airport does not use jet ramps (only external stairs), 
APUs were assumed to operate for 26 minutes per LTO (the EDMS default operating time for 
APUs). APU speciated TAC emissions were based on profiles used for aircraft engines, since 
APUs are small turbines fired on jet fuel. 
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Ground Service Equipment Emissions Estimation 

GSE emissions of criteria pollutants were calculated using Airport-specific GSE population and 
fuel type, and CARB’s OFFROAD model emissions, activity, load factor, and horsepower data 
(CARB 2005). It was originally intended to account for the effect of the South Coast GSE 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in the GSE emissions inventory, per the protocol. 
However, the GSE emission inventories were ultimately developed without considering the GSE 
MOU due to concerns that the airlines may not implement the MOU in the originally agreed time 
period; which in turn was due to the airlines’ concerns about pending emission regulations 
under consideration in California that would apply to GSE after the MOU sunset date. 

The TAC inventories from GSE VOC emissions were developed from CARB Profile No. 413 for 
gasoline-fueled equipment and from Profile No. 719 for propane or natural gas-fueled 
equipment. The TAC inventories from GSE PM emissions were developed from CARB Profile 
No. 399 for gasoline-fueled equipment. DPM was assessed as a single TAC for the diesel-
fueled equipment. 

Ground Access Vehicle Emissions Estimation 

Ground access vehicles include on-road vehicle activity associated with air passenger activity, 
air cargo activity, and general aviation activity. Gasoline and diesel passenger automobiles, 
various types of vans, buses, and trucks of different weight classes were included. 

VOC from engine exhaust and fuel system evaporation, and PM from engine exhaust, tire wear, 
brake wear, and re-entrained road dust contribute to TAC emissions. Diesel exhaust PM was 
treated as a single TAC in accordance with current state guidance (Cal EPA 2002a,b). 

The daily mass emissions for each criteria pollutant were estimated as the product of an 
emission factor and the amount of travel occurring on the Airport, expressed in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). The VMT itself is a product of the number of vehicles traveling on each airport 
roadway and the length of these routes. 

CARB’s EMFAC2002 model, Version 2.2 (CARB 2002), was originally intended to be used for 
developing emission factors for driving conditions typical around the airport. However, simplified 
emissions factors available from the SCAQMD, which are based on EMFAC2002 model results, 
were ultimately used. Speeds and VMT were estimated from data contained in the recently 
completed Douglas Park Final EIR (City of Long Beach 2004), supplemented with intersection 
traffic movements contained in the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project Traffic 
Impact Assessment (Appendix G of this DEIR). The fleet mix assumptions used in this analysis 
are presented in Attachment E of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). Temperature and humidity 
parameters were selected to represent annual averages. Re-entrained road dust emission 
factors were estimated from a Midwest Research Institute report (MRI 1996) using county 
average precipitation and silt loading values. 

Gasoline exhaust start, running, and evaporative hydrocarbons were estimated on a VOC basis 
and were further subdivided into specific TACs using CARB Profile No. 888 for engine exhaust 
in 2005, No. 894 for engine exhaust in 2020, and No. 906 for evaporative emissions in both 
years. Gasoline PM emissions will be fractionated according to CARB Profile No. 400. 
Evaporative emissions are assumed to be negligible for diesel vehicles. As previously 
mentioned, for the purposes of this analysis, diesel engine exhaust was treated as a single 
TAC, DPM. 
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Finally, elemental TAC emissions from paved road dust were developed using CARB Profile 
No. 471, from tire wear using Profile No. 472, and from brake wear using Profile No. 473. 

Fuel Storage and Handling Emissions Estimation 

Evaporative emissions from the storage and transfer of Jet A fuel, aviation and motor vehicle 
gasoline, and diesel were estimated based upon fuel use logs provided by the City for existing 
conditions. Future Jet A use was based on the aircraft activity and fleet mix in 2020 relative to 
the 2005 existing conditions. Aviation gasoline use was assumed to be constant from 2005 to 
2020 since general aviation activity is not expected to change during that period. 

Fugitive VOC emissions from the fuel facility storage tanks were calculated using the USEPA 
TANKS 4.09b (USEPA 1999, USEPA 2001) program. Fuel truck loading and aircraft fueling 
fugitive emissions were based on emission factors found in AP-42, Section 5.2 “Transportation 
and Marketing of Petroleum Liquids” (USEPA 1995a). The VOC emissions were speciated 
according to CARB Profile No. 100 for Jet A, Profile No. 906 for gasoline, and Profile No. 760 
for diesel. 

Utility Plant Emissions Estimates 

Utility plant emissions were determined for those facilities that were impacted by the Proposed 
Project. Differences in emissions between 2005 and 2020 at these facilities were developed 
from changes in on-site structures (square feet of building floor space). Changes in the floor 
space resulted in changes in demand for electricity and building heating/air conditioning. 
Estimates of natural gas combustion emissions for heating and power were to be estimated 
from URBEMIS 2002 (CARB 2003) emissions data and supplemented if necessary by USEPA 
AP-42 factors (USEPA 1995) and/or SCAQMD annual emission inventory reports. However, the 
natural gas demand was eventually estimated using the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and 
supplemental information contained on the website. 

Due to the limited space for aircraft maintenance at the Airport, commercial aircraft maintenance 
operations are not extensive, and changes in maintenance activity were assumed to be 
negligible. 

Construction Equipment Emissions Estimate 

Criteria pollutant emissions from construction activities were estimated using CARB OFFROAD 
model emission factors (CARB 2001) for equipment engines, and URBEMIS2002 (SCAQMD 
2005a) for architectural coatings and Parcel O grading/paving. Construction activities would 
include demolition of several existing structures, construction of new permanent terminal 
facilities and a parking structure, and addition of aircraft parking positions. Construction-related 
fugitive dust is assumed to be controlled by periodic watering (two to three times per day) as 
required by SCAQMD Rule 403; therefore, “unmitigated” fugitive dust emissions include a 50 
percent control factor for this watering. 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in phases as funding becomes available and as 
demand increases. The period of construction for a given phase is anticipated to be limited, 
typically between one and three years as shown in Table 3.2-1, below. Therefore, only TACs 
with acute Reference Exposure Levels (RELs), as defined by the California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), were analyzed for health risk.  
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TABLE 3.2-1 
PROJECT PHASING 

 
Element Construction Start Date Duration/Completion 

Parcel O Immediately following EIR certification 
(March/April 2006) 

3 to 4 months 

Parking Structure 3-4 months after EIR certified 
(June/July 2006) 

18 months/Dec 2007 

Terminal Improvements 1 year after EIR certified 
(March 2007) 

24 months/March 2009 

Source: City of Long Beach Public Works, 2005. 

 
The TAC inventories from construction equipment VOC emissions were developed from CARB 
Profile No. 413 for gasoline-fueled equipment and from Profile No. 818 for diesel-fueled 
equipment. The TAC inventories from construction equipment PM emissions were developed 
from CARB Profile No. 399 for gasoline-fueled equipment and from Profile No. 425 for diesel-
fueled equipment. TACs from architectural coatings were estimated from CARB Profile 
No. 1902. TACs from construction dust were estimated from CARB Profile No. 420. 

Air Dispersion Modeling 

Air dispersion modeling was used to estimate ambient criteria pollutant and TAC concentrations 
for 2005 and the 2020 alternatives. The project-related ambient concentrations were added to 
measured (2005) or estimated (2020) background concentrations for comparison to the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS). 

The predicted incremental difference in TAC concentrations between the 2020 alternatives and 
the 2005 Existing Conditions was used to assess the project specific incremental health risks to 
the potentially exposed populations described in the Impacts Analysis section below. 

The air dispersion analysis was performed in accordance with USEPA, CARB, and SCAQMD 
modeling guidelines and the modeling protocol developed for this project and is described in 
Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). The results of the air dispersion analysis was used in 
conjunction with the chemical specific emissions rates discussed in Section 3.0 to estimate 
ambient criteria pollutant and TAC concentrations. The air dispersion analysis requires the 
following: (1) selection of the dispersion model, (2) evaluation of potential terrain considerations, 
(3) selection of appropriate dispersion coefficients based on land use, (4) selection and/or 
preparation of meteorological data, (5) identification of source locations and modeling 
parameters, (6) selection of receptor locations, and (7) selection of appropriate averaging time 
periods. Each of these steps is summarized in the sections that follow. 

Model Selection 

The first step in an air dispersion analysis is the selection of an applicable model. The most 
commonly used air models for dispersion of pollutant emissions from airports are FAA’s EDMS 
program, which uses USEPA’s AERMOD model, and USEPA’s Industrial Source Complex 
Short-Term 3 (ISCST3) dispersion model. In addition, CAL3QHC or CALINE4 are often used to 
assess CO concentrations at roadway intersections. 
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The FAA has developed EDMS for analyzing airport criteria pollutant emissions. In the current 
release, EDMS Versions 4.0 and later implement AERMOD (USEPA 1998a), an air dispersion 
model developed by the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency 
Regulatory Model Improvement Committee (AERMIC). AERMIC’s objective is to develop a 
replacement for USEPA's ISCST3 air dispersion model (USEPA 1995b and c) that meets the 
following criteria: (1) adopts ISCST3's input/output computer architecture; (2) updates, where 
practical, ISCST3 model algorithms with newly developed or current state-of-the-art modeling 
techniques; and (3) ensures that the source and atmospheric processes presently modeled by 
ISCST3 will continue to be handled by AERMOD (USEPA 1998a and 2002a).  

For analysis of the Proposed Project and project alternatives, the EDMS/AERMOD system and 
CALINE4 were selected for the following reasons: 

• The FAA requires EDMS be used to assess air quality impacts at airports (63FR18068). 
• CALINE4 is the preferred regulatory model for conducting roadway intersection CO 

concentration analyses in California (Caltrans 1997). 

Project-related concentrations of criteria pollutants were calculated directly from EDMS/ 
AERMOD (for all on-airport sources) and from CALINE4 (from off-airport roadway intersections), 
with the following exception: the annual NO2 NAAQS and 1-hour NO2 CAAQS determination 
required supplemental analyses since the EDMS/AERMOD model calculates total NOX 
emissions and concentrations, not NO2 impacts. The supplemental NO2 approaches include the 
USEPA’s Multi-tiered Screening Approach for the annual NO2 analysis described in 40 CFR 51 
Appendix W, and the SCAQMD localized significance threshold (LST) method for the 1-hour 
NO2 analysis.  

For the Multi-tiered Screening Approach to determine annual NO2 concentrations from 
estimated annual NOX values, hourly monitoring data collected at the SCAQMD North Long 
Beach monitoring station (SCAQMD Station No. 072) were used. The data for 2002 through 
2004 were obtained, and these data indicated that the annual average ratio of NO2-to-NOX is 
0.48. This value compares well with the value of 0.47 reported by Chico et al. (1998) for the 
1994 to 1996 time period. For purposes of the human health risk assessment, the annual NOX 
concentration determined from EDMS/AERMOD was multiplied by 0.48 to determine the annual 
NO2 concentration at each receptor location. 

To develop annual concentrations for the 15 to 20 TACs typically considered at airports, 
dispersion factors, sometimes-called chi-over-Q (�/Q) values, were used. The �/Q value for 
each group of similar sources was calculated from AERMOD results. These �/Q values 
represent the ratio between concentration and emission rate as expressed as units of 
concentration per unit of emissions. The �/Q values were developed for each group of sources 
that have similar dispersion characteristics and speciation profiles. The �/Q values were then 
multiplied by the chemical-specific emission rates to determine TAC concentrations at each 
receptor. 

Building downwash is the effect of structures on the dispersion of emissions from nearby point 
(stack) sources. No point sources within the Airport terminal improvement area have been 
identified as significant emission sources of TACs. Therefore, an analysis of building downwash 
was not conducted. 
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Terrain 

An important consideration in an air dispersion modeling analysis is whether the terrain in the 
modeling area is simple or complex (i.e., terrain above the effective height of the emission 
point). Complex terrain can affect the results of a dispersion analysis involving point and volume 
sources, but does not affect the predicted results for area sources (USEPA 1995c). Terrain 
elevations were obtained from digital elevation model (DEM) files1 of the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) maps for the following 7.5 Minute Quadrangles: Long Beach, Los 
Alamitos, Torrance, and San Pedro. The proposed modeling area contains both simple and 
complex terrain. USGS elevation information was used in the air dispersion modeling analysis to 
identify the terrain height of modeled sources and receptor points. 

Land Use 

Auer’s (Auer 1978) method of classifying land-use as either rural or urban was used to analyze 
the surrounding region. This method calls for analysis of a three-kilometer radius around a 
facility to determine if the majority of the land can be classified as either rural (i.e., undeveloped) 
or urban. A review of Long Beach, Lakewood, and Signal Hill zoning maps as well as aerial 
photos indicates that the vast majority of the land within three kilometers of the Airport is urban 
and, therefore, urban dispersion coefficients were used in the modeling.  

Meteorological Data 

An extensive review of meteorological data was conducted before the final selection of 
appropriate data was made. The steps followed in selecting the data are described in 
Attachment G to the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). Selection of the data was also coordinated with the 
SCAQMD2,3 prior to use in the analysis. All dispersion analyses were conducted using 1985 
hourly meteorological data obtained from the Airport. Use of this data satisfies USEPA modeling 
requirements. Processing of the meteorological data followed USEPA guidance as noted in the 
protocol (Attachment A to the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment 
for the Long Beach Airport). 

Source Parameters 

The following emission sources identified in the emission inventories were modeled: (1) aircraft, 
(2) APU, (3) GSE, (4) ground access vehicles, (5) fuel storage, and (6) building heaters/boilers 
for the new terminals. The locations of the sources were determined from the Airport Layout 
Plan, maps, aerial photos and other information provided by the City. The general methodology 
used to model each source type is described below; detailed methodology is included in the 
protocol (Attachment A to the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment 
for the Long Beach Airport). 

Aircraft 

Emissions from aircraft operations at the Airport were modeled as area sources in AERMOD, as 
generated in EDMS. Actively used taxiways and runways entered into EDMS generated groups 
of area sources representing aircraft on the runways, taxiways, as well as in approach and 

 
1  Obtained from: http://data.geocomm.com/catalog/US/61069/2389/group4-3.html, March 2005. 
2  Meeting with SCAQMD, August 30, 2005, regarding LGB Terminal Improvement Project – Draft Modeling 

Protocol dated August 9, 2005 
3  Email from SCAQMD (T. Chico) on September 2, 2005. 

http://data.geocomm.com/catalog/US/61069/2389/group4-3.html
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departure airspace. EDMS 4.3 calculates PM emissions from many, but not all, aircraft. 
Therefore, the emissions file created by EDMS and used as input to the AERMOD dispersion 
analysis was used to determine aircraft PM �/Q values. These values were then used to 
estimate total aircraft PM concentrations by multiplying the �/Q values by total PM emissions. 

As discussed previously, aircraft emissions occur in four operating modes (taxi/idle, approach, 
takeoff, and climb-out). For operations at the Airport, taxiway source groups were used to model 
the emissions from taxi/idle mode, runway source groups to model emissions during takeoff 
mode, arrival space source groups to model emissions during approach, and departure space 
source groups to model the emissions during climb-out modes. 

Ground Access 

CO Hot Spot Analysis 

Dispersion analysis of CO concentrations at roadway intersections was conducted for all 
194 intersections identified by the traffic consultant as the most likely to be impacted by the 
project. The analysis was conducted following the recommended California Department of 
Transportation methodology (Caltrans 1997), using the CALINE4 model (Benson 1989).  

On-Airport Roadway/Parking Dispersion 

The locations of ground access sources (traffic and parking) were determined from the airport 
layout plan as well as recent aerial photos and maps. Roadways and parking facilities located 
within airport property were modeled as area sources, as generated by EDMS. 

Ground Support Equipment (GSE)/Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) 

Pollutant emissions from GSE/APU operations were modeled by EDMS/AERMOD as volume 
sources. The locations of GSE/APU sources were at the commercial aircraft parking and cargo 
areas. 

Stationary Sources 

Stationary sources affected by the Proposed Project and project alternatives were modeled. 
These sources included fuel farms and new terminal building heaters/boilers. Fugitive emissions 
from tanks in the fuel farms were modeled as elevated area sources (at the tank height 
elevation), and the building heaters/boilers were modeled as point (stack) sources. 

Construction Sources 

Construction source dispersion was modeled following the general methodologies presented in 
the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold Methodology document (SCAQMD 2003). 
CARB’s OFFROAD was used to estimate emissions, as noted above.  

Receptor Locations 

Ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants and TACs were estimated at 348 receptor locations 
around the Airport. Receptors were located at the following general locations in and around the 
Airport: 
                                                 
4  For the Project alternatives, 20 intersections were analyzed which included a new proposed airport entrance/exit 

onto Lakewood Boulevard. 
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• Along the airport security fence. 
• Along the airport property line. 
• At on-site worker locations (including ground handlers, rental car facility operators, valet 

parking attendant locations, and other commercial sites within the airport property line). 
• At nearby residential sites. 
• At nearby schools. 
• At nearby medical facilities. 
• At nearby commercial/industrial worker locations. 
• At nearby recreational sites (golf courses). 

The detailed receptor coordinates and receptor type are presented in Attachment H to the Air 
Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer 
to Appendix C). 

Dispersion Factor Averaging Time 

The calculation of criteria pollutant concentrations was based on the averaging period(s) 
included in the NAAQS and/or CAAQS for each of the pollutants analyzed. Two averaging 
periods were used in the TAC HRA dispersion analysis. The annual average concentration for 
the meteorological data period was calculated for each TAC used in estimating cancer and 
chronic non-cancer risk. Maximum one-hour concentrations were calculated for use in 
estimating acute non-cancer risk. 

Concentrations of Toxic Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, airborne off-site transport of vapor phase and particulate bound TACs from 
the facility to the receptors identified above were analyzed. In summary, the process used to 
estimate the off-site ambient air concentrations of TACs included: 

(1) Estimation of total VOC or PM emission rates from aircraft, ground access, GSE/APU, 
construction, and on-airport stationary sources. 

(2) TAC-specific emission rate for each source was determined by multiplying the VOC or 
PM emissions by the TAC-specific weight fraction from the appropriate source speciation 
profile. 

(3) The annual average dispersion factors, �/Q's, at the receptors of concern were obtained 
from the air dispersion analysis. 

(4) The �/Q factors were multiplied by the TAC-specific emission rates determined in the 
Step 2 to obtain TAC-specific annual air concentrations at the receptors of concern for 
each scenario. 

(5) Acute (1-hour) TAC concentrations from all sources were calculated directly from 
AERMOD for each TAC with an acute reference exposure level. 

(6) Incremental TAC concentrations for each scenario were determined by subtracting the 
2005 Existing Conditions concentrations from TAC concentrations for each future 2020 
scenario. 

Health Risk Analysis 

To characterize possible human health impacts of implementation of the Proposed Project on 
the communities nearest the Airport, CDM prepared a HHRA, which is included in its entirety as 
in Appendix C. The methods used in preparing the HHRA are consistent with guidelines 
provided by the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/USEPA), Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) in Supplemental Guidance for Human Health Multimedia Risk 
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Assessment Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted Facilities (Cal/USEPA 1992); Cal/USEPA, 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Revised 
Risk Assessment Guidelines (CAPCOA 1993), Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (Cal/USEPA) in Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines 
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments and its four technical support 
documents, Cal/USEPA (1999, 2000a, 2000b, 2002b, and 2003); and US Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) in Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) (USEPA 
1989) and supplements. The SCAQMD Rules (particularly Rules 1401 and 1402) were also 
consulted during preparation of this document. The methodology is summarized below. 

The HHRA was conducted in the following steps: 

(1) Estimation of chemical emissions from operational sources under conditions existing in 
2005 ("2005 Baseline Conditions" scenario), and the Proposed Project the maximum 
level of facilities improvements;  

(2) Calculation of possible impacts to air quality using emissions estimates and refined air 
dispersion modeling;  

(3) Selection of TACs of concern for airport operations;  
(4) Evaluation of possible exposures to TACs;  
(5) Evaluation of toxicity of TACs;  
(6) Characterization of possible cancer risks and chronic and acute non-cancer hazards; 

and  
(7) Evaluation of uncertainties in the risk assessment process. The results of the risk 

assessment are used to characterize possible human health impacts of implementation 
of the project on communities nearest to the Airport. 

The first two steps in this process are described above in the discussion of emissions estimates. 
Steps 3 through 6 are briefly summarized below and extensively detailed in the Air Quality 
Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to 
Appendix C). 

It should be noted that the methods used in the HHRA were conservative; as a result, they are 
more likely to overestimate than underestimate possible health risks. For example, risks and 
hazards were calculated for individuals that are likely to be exposed at locations where TAC 
concentrations are predicted to be highest. Further, individuals were assumed to be exposed for 
250 days of the year 24 hours per day, and for many (70) years to maximize estimates of 
possible exposure. Consequently, the resulting incremental cancer risk estimates represent 
upper-range predictions of exposure, and therefore health risk, which may be associated with 
living near or working near and breathing emissions from the Airport.  

Summary of Selection of TACs of Concern 

TACS of Concern for Inhalation Exposure 

TACs of concern include substances that, because of their toxicity and/or amounts released, are 
selected to be the main focus of a risk analysis. Consistent with USEPA risk assessment 
guidance (USEPA 1989), a concentration-toxicity screen was used to select the TACs that were 
carried through to the risk assessment for the Proposed Project. Specifically, a potency-
weighted emissions screening method was used for all TACs identified in Airport-related 
emissions. Those chemicals that were determined to contribute significantly to the overall risk 
from inhalation exposure were identified as the primary TACs of concern and became the focus 
of the remainder of the risk analysis. 
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The analysis identified eleven TACs of concern for Airport-related sources, including diesel 
particulate matter (PM), acrolein, formaldehyde, 1-3-butadiene, benzene, chromium VI, 
acetaldehyde, lead, and manganese, cobalt and napthalene. In combination, these TACs are 
expected to account for about 99 percent of all potency-weighted emissions that could be 
associated with Airport operations. However, some TACs that are likely to contribute negligibly 
to potential risks and hazards were also carried through the risk assessment. Polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) have been of concern to the public on other recent health risk 
assessments (for example, HHRA for the LAX Master Plan) and were included to ensure that 
chemicals that might be recognized by the public were included. In addition, nickel was included 
because nickel is considered a known human carcinogen following inhalation. 

TACs of Concern for Multi-Pathway Analysis 

Toxic air contaminants enter the body through a number of routes: inhalation, absorption 
through skin, and ingestion from contaminated food, water, milk, and soil. To account for uptake 
of contaminants through routes other than inhalation, a multi-pathway screening evaluation was 
conducted. A multi-pathway analysis includes evaluation of potential exposures to chemicals 
emitted from a facility and deposited onto surface soil. From soils, TACs could theoretically be 
incidentally ingested, dermally contacted, or taken up into garden vegetables.  

SCAQMD’s multi-pathway (MP) factors were used to determine the potential multi-pathway 
exposure associated with the Proposed Project. MP factors are estimates of an appropriate 
multiplier that can be applied to estimates of risk or hazard due to inhalation exposure to 
account for exposure through non-inhalation pathways. For example, an MP factor of 1 
suggests that multi-pathway exposures are insignificant, while an MP factor of 10 suggests that 
multi-pathway risks or hazards could be 10 times greater than those associated with inhalation. 
MP factors were used in this assessment as an initial screening step to determine if a TAC of 
concern should be further assessed for exposure pathways other than inhalation. Separate MP 
factors are provided and were used in the screening analysis for urban residential and worker 
exposure situations since the potential routes of exposure for these receptors vary.  

The analysis identified three multi-pathway TACs of concern polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and lead. All of these TACs have MP factors greater than one, 
suggesting that non-inhalation exposure pathways could be important.  

TACs of Concern for Acute Exposure 

Cal/EPA's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has developed an 
acute reference exposure level (REL) for acrolein, and several other TACs of concern related to 
airport emissions. The potential acute effects of these TACs were screened to identify TACs of 
concern for acute exposure for the Proposed Project. This screening showed that acrolein is 
responsible for essentially all predicted non-cancer health hazards associated with airport 
operations. However, due to public concern regarding formaldehyde, potential incremental 
acute non-cancer hazards associated with formaldehyde were also evaluated. Thus, the full 
analysis of TACS of concern for acute exposure included evaluation of potential acute non-
cancer hazards for acrolein and formaldehyde. 

Exposure Assessment 

In the exposure assessment, populations potentially exposed to TACs associated with airport 
operations were identified and chemical intakes were estimated for individuals within these 
populations. The identification of potentially exposed populations was based on current land 
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uses near the Airport, and exposure to TACs via inhalation. The Exposure scenarios selected 
for the HHRA provide an upper range health impact assessment that protects the most highly 
exposed and sensitive populations as well as the general population. 

Summary of Receptor Populations  

Identification of potentially exposed populations is based on current land uses near the Airport 
as well as exposure to TACs via inhalation. As previously discussed, inhalation is the only 
exposure pathway identified as potentially important. The area surrounding the Airport includes 
residential and commercial land uses. The nearest residential and mixed use communities are 
located across the street from the Airport fence line on the southeast corner. Predominant wind 
directions at the Airport are from the south, the west, and west-northwest. Thus, individuals 
living or working to the north and east of the airport would be expected to incur the greatest 
exposures to TACs released from the airport and carried by winds into the community. 

Certain subpopulations may be more sensitive or susceptible to negative health impacts caused 
by environmental contaminants than the population at large. Locations where they are found are 
called sensitive receptors. For the purposes of the HHRA, the following sensitive receptor 
locations were identified: schools, medical facilities, and residential areas. 

Sensitive population groups are included by the analysis of child and adult residential 
populations in the HHRA. It should be noted that children in daycare centers and preschools 
were not separately evaluated because children in this age range were evaluated as residents 
living immediately adjacent to the Airport. Resident children were assumed to be present in the 
residential areas 24 hours per day. Therefore, the evaluation for resident children living near the 
airport would protect people in other sensitive receptors further away from the airport. 

Based on the preceding discussions as well as on human activity and land use patterns in the 
vicinity of the Airport, the following off-Airport populations were evaluated: residential adults and 
children, off-Airport workers, and elementary school children. In addition, the HHRA evaluated 
potential exposures for airport workers⎯the population expected to receive the highest 
exposures to TACs.  

Other populations such as open space recreational area users and airport passengers were not 
specifically evaluated because their exposures to TACs are intermittent and short-term. 
However, as previously stated, all studied populations were evaluated for multi-pathway 
exposure to PAHs, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and lead.  

Exposure Assumptions 

On-Airport Worker 

For the purposes of the health risk analysis, the on-Airport worker5 was assumed to be in 
contact with TACs throughout a normal workday. Occupational exposures were assessed by 
comparing maximum 8-hour concentrations of TACs near gates and aprons, estimated through 
air dispersion modeling, with PEL-TWAs (Permissible Exposure Level-Time Weighted 
Averages). Pursuant to the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists 
(ACGIH) guidelines, health impacts for the on-Airport workers are unlikely if TAC concentrations 
are below PEL-TWAs. 
                                                 
5 For purposes of this analysis, the on-Airport worker is a ramp worker who works in close proximity to aircraft 

throughout the workday. Because this individual is at higher risk for exposure to TACs, a special Cal/OSHA 
analysis was prepared to quantify that risk. 
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Adult and Child Residents and Elementary School Students 

To estimate potential cancer risks and the potential for adverse chronic non-cancer health 
hazards for residential receptors and elementary school children, chronic daily intakes (CDIs) 
for the inhalation pathway were estimated. Two types of CDI were calculated. Lifetime Average 
Daily Dose (LADD) was calculated for exposure to carcinogens because cancer risk is thought 
to be cumulative over a lifetime. Average Daily Dose (ADD) was calculated for exposure to non-
carcinogens and for carcinogens with significant chronic non-cancer health effects because 
chronic non-cancer health impacts are more closely related to average daily intake than 
cumulative exposure. 

For residents, exposure was assumed to occur 24 hours per day (USEPA 1991). Consistent 
with USEPA (1991) and Cal/EPA (1992) guidance, an exposure frequency of 350 days per year 
was assumed for both the adult and child residents. This corresponds to residents being present 
in their homes 7 days a week for 50 weeks a year (or about 96 percent of the time) with 
approximately 2 weeks (or 15 days) spent away from home. 

Exposure duration for adult residents was assumed to be 70 years (SCAQMD 2005) when 
estimating exposure to carcinogens. It should be noted that according to USEPA (1997), a 
30-year exposure duration is about the 90th percentile for time spent at one residence. Use of 
the upper range estimate of 70 years of possible exposure duration, along with other 
conservative exposure assumptions, provides estimates of risks and hazards that are unlikely to 
be exceeded even for those people living nearest to the Airport.  

Exposure duration for estimating chronic non-cancer hazards was assumed to be nine years 
and applied only to children. Consistent with regulatory guidance (USEPA 1991, Cal/EPA 1992, 
1994), an age-adjusted method was used to evaluate potential carcinogenic effects. This 
approach accounts for differences in intake rates, body weights, and exposure duration for 
children and adults and is described in detail in Section 5 of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and 
Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). 

Off-Airport Worker 

The HHRA assumed that off-Airport workers would be exposed to airport chemicals eight hours 
per day for 245 days per year (Cal/EPA 2003). This exposure frequency corresponds to working 
5 days/week for 49 weeks/year. Further, workers were assumed to be on the same job for 
40 years, which is consistent with the assumptions of Proposition 65 (Cal/EPA 2003). 

Highest Incremental Cancer Risks and Chronic Non-Cancer Hazards 

Differences between the 2005 Baseline and the 2011 and 2020 Optimized Flights scenarios 
were estimated by subtracting the 2005 Baseline TAC concentrations modeled from a project 
scenario's TAC concentrations modeled for each grid point and identifying the locations where 
incremental changes in TAC concentrations resulted in the highest estimates for cancer risks 
and non-cancer hazard. These incremental risks and hazards represent those for the maximum 
exposed individual (MEI) and are used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA.  

Incremental cancer risks and chronic non-cancer health hazards were calculated for adult 
residents, resident children ages 0 to 9 years, elementary-aged school children, and workers at 
off-Airport locations where the highest air concentrations for TACs were predicted. Differences 
in the locations of highest increments were observed.  
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3.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Regulatory Setting 

In response to concerns about air pollution, Federal, State, and local authorities have adopted 
various rules and regulations requiring evaluation of air quality impacts of planned projects and 
appropriate mitigation for air pollutant emissions. The following discussion focuses on current air 
quality planning efforts and the responsibilities of agencies involved in these efforts. A 
discussion of ambient air quality standards is also provided. 

Federal 

The USEPA is responsible for implementation of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA was 
first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times in subsequent years (1963, 1965, 
1967, 1970, 1977, 1990, and 1997). Under the authority granted by the CAA, USEPA has 
established NAAQS for the following criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and sulfur dioxide 
(SO2). Table 3.2-2 presents the NAAQS that are currently in effect for criteria air pollutants. O3 
is a secondary pollutant, meaning that it is formed from reactions of “precursor” compounds 
under certain conditions. The primary precursor compounds that can lead to the formation of O3 
include volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). 

The CAA also specifies future dates for achieving compliance with the NAAQS and mandates 
that states submit and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for local areas not meeting 
these standards. These plans must include pollution control measures that demonstrate how the 
standards will be met. The 1990 amendments to the CAA identify specific emission reduction 
goals for air basins not meeting the NAAQS. These amendments require both a demonstration 
of reasonable further progress toward attainment and incorporation of additional sanctions for 
failure to attain or meet interim milestones. 

The cities of Long Beach, Lakewood, and Signal Hill are included in the South Coast Air Basin 
(SoCAB), which is designated as a federal non-attainment area for O3, PM10, PM2.5, and CO.6 
Non-attainment designations are categorized into levels of severity based on the level of 
concentration above the standard, which is also used to set the required attainment date. The 
SoCAB was reclassified in 1998 from non-attainment to attainment/maintenance for NO2 since 
concentrations of that pollutant have dropped below (became better than) the NO2 NAAQS in 
the early 1990s. Attainment/maintenance means that the pollutant is currently in attainment and 
that measures are included in the SIP to ensure that the NAAQS for that pollutant are not 
exceeded again. Table 3.2-2 presents the attainment designation for each of the federal criteria 
air pollutants. 

                                                 
6  At its March 4, 2005 meeting, the SCAQMD governing board announced that the SoCAB has met the federal CO 

NAAQS and will formally seek attainment designation from the USEPA. The USEPA will have 18 months upon 
receipt to process the SCAQMD’s redesignation request. 
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TABLE 3.2-2 
NATIONAL AND CALIFORNIA AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time NAAQS Primary NAAQS Secondary CAAQS 
1 hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) N/A 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) Carbon monoxide (CO) 
8-hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) N/A 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 
1 hour N/Aa N/A 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) Ozone (O3) 
8-hour 0.08 ppm (157 µg/m3) Same as primary 0.07 ppmb (137 µg/m3) 
1 hour N/A N/A 0.25 ppm (470 µg/m3) Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
Annual 0.053 ppm100 µg/m3) Same as primary N/A 
1 hour N/A N/A 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 
3 hour N/A 0.5 ppm (1300 �g/m3) N/A 

24 hour 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) N/A 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

Annual 0.03 ppm (80 µg/m3) N/A N/A 
24 hour 150 µg/m3 Same as primary 50 µg/m3Respirable Particulate Matter 

(PM10) Annual 50 µg/m3 Same as primary 20 µg/m3

24 hour 65 µg/m3 Same as primary N/A Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) Annual 15 µg/m3 Same as primary 12 µg/m3

Monthly N/A N/A 1.5 µg/m3

Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly 1.5 µg/m3 Same as primary N/A 

Sulfates (SO4
2-) 24 hour N/A N/A 25 µg/m3

Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) 1 hour N/A N/A 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 
Vinyl chloride 24 hour N/A N/A 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) 
a.  The ozone 1-hour NAAQS was revoked by USEPA on June 15, 2005. 
b.  The ozone 8-hour CAAQS was approved by CARB on April 28, 2005, and is expected to become effective in early 2006. 
mg/m3  milligrams per cubic meter 
N/A  Not applicable 
ppm  parts per million by volume 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
Sources: 40 CFR 50; and 17 CCR 70200. 

 
State 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the State to 
achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest 
practical date. The CAAQS are at least as stringent, and often more stringent than the NAAQS. 
The currently applicable CAAQS are presented with the NAAQS in Table 3.2-2. The attainment 
status with regard to the CAAQS is presented in Table 3.2-3 for each pollutant. 
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TABLE 3.2-3 
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUSa. 

 
Pollutant National Standards California Standards 

Ozone (O3) Nonattainment – Severe 17 Nonattainment 
Carbon monoxide (CO) Nonattainment - Seriousb Nonattainment - Transitionalc

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) Attainment - Maintenance Attainment 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) Nonattainment - Serious Nonattainment 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment 
Lead (Pb) Attainment Attainment 
a.  Status as of September 19, 2005. 
b.  The SCAQMD will formally seek redesignation to attainment/maintenance status based on its recent attainment 

of the CO standard. 
c.  The Los Angeles County portion of the SoCAB was redesignated by CARB as attainment for the CO CAAQS, 

awaiting final State administrative process to officially change designation. 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
The CARB has been granted jurisdiction over a number of air pollutant emission sources that 
operate in the State. Specifically, CARB has the authority to develop emission standards for on-
road motor vehicles, as well as for stationary sources and some off-road mobile sources. In 
turn, CARB has granted authority to the regional air pollution control and air quality 
management districts to develop stationary source emission standards, issue air quality permits, 
and enforce permit conditions. 

Regional 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,743 square miles consisting of Orange 
County, the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties, and 
the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin. SoCAB 
is a subregion of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction, which covers an area of 6,745 square miles and 
includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino counties. While air quality in this area has improved, the basin requires continued 
diligence to meet air quality standards. 

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the 
CAAQS and NAAQS. These plans require, among other emissions-reducing activities, control 
technology for existing sources; control programs for area sources and indirect sources; a 
permitting system designed to ensure no net increase in emissions from any new or modified 
permitted sources of emissions; transportation control measures; sufficient control strategies to 
achieve a five percent or more annual reduction in emissions (or 15 percent or more in a three-
year period) for Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC),7 NOX, CO, and PM10; and demonstration 
of compliance with the CARB’s established reporting periods for compliance with air quality 
goals. 

                                                 
7  Reactive organic compounds (ROC) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are designations made by CARB and 

USEPA, respectively, for organic compounds that can react with NOx in the presence of sunlight to form O3. 
Slight variations exist between the two designations; for example, the CARB definition of ROC includes ethane 
while the USEPA definition of VOC does not. 
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The current, USEPA-approved SIPs for each federal nonattainment or maintenance pollutant in 
the SoCAB are summarized below: 
 

• O3 – SIP approved by USEPA on April 10, 2000 (65 FR 18903), based on the 1997 
AQMP and a 1999 amendment to the 1997 AQMP. 

 
• CO – SIP approved by USEPA on April 21, 1998 (63 FR 19661), based on the 

1997AQMP. The attainment demonstration lapsed in 2000. The 2003 AQMP provides 
the basis for a future maintenance plan, and such a CO maintenance plan was prepared 
in March 2005 and submitted to USEPA along with a request for redesignation to 
attainment status. 

• PM10 – SIP approved by USEPA on April 18, 2003 (68 FR 19315), based on the 1997 
AQMP, amendments to the 1997 AQMP submitted in 1998 and 1999, and further 
modifications to the 1997 AQMP submitted in a status report to USEPA in 2002. 

 
• NO2 – SIP approved by USEPA on July 24, 1998 (63 FR 39747), based on the 1997 

AQMP. In this SIP approval, USEPA also redesignated the SoCAB from nonattainment 
to attainment/maintenance for NO2. 

 
On August 1, 2003, the SCAQMD adopted a comprehensive update, the 2003 AQMP for the 
basin. The 2003 AQMP outlines the air pollution control measures needed to meet now 
superseded federal 1-hour standard for O3 by 2010,8 and to meet the federal PM10 standard by 
2006. It also demonstrates how the federal standard for CO, achieved for the first time at the 
end of 2002, will be maintained. Lastly, the plan takes a preliminary look at what will be needed 
to achieve new and more stringent health standards for O3 and PM2.5. The 2003 AQMP was 
approved by CARB and submitted to USEPA for its final approval on January 9, 2004. 

In adopting the 2003 AQMP, the SCAQMD (1) committed to analyzing 12 additional long-term 
control measures, such as requiring the electrification of all cranes at ports; (2) set a target for 
distributing needed long-term emission reductions between SCAQMD, CARB and USEPA; 
(3) assigned emission reductions to the USEPA (in the event that USEPA rejects the plan due 
to the assignment, the plan will drop the provision); and (4) forwarded to CARB and USEPA a 
list of more than 30 specific measures for consideration to further reduce emissions from on- 
and off-road mobile sources and consumer products. The 2003 AQMP also identifies 26 air 
pollution control measures to be adopted by the SCAQMD to further reduce emissions from 
businesses, industry and paints. It also identifies 22 measures to be adopted by CARB and the 
USEPA to further reduce pollution from cars, trucks, construction equipment, aircraft, ships, and 
consumer products. 

The SCAQMD also adopts rules to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules may 
apply to construction or operation of the Proposed Project. For example, Rule 403 requires the 
implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during active operations capable 
of generating fugitive dust emissions from on-site earth-moving activities, construction/ 
demolition activities, and construction equipment travel on paved and unpaved roads. 

Certain stationary sources of air pollution that may be part of the Proposed Project (e.g., heaters 
and generators) may require permits from the SCAQMD pursuant to Rules 201, 202 and 203. 
Emission increases related to those sources may also be subject to SCAQMD Regulation XIII or 
Regulation XXX which, among other things, requires that Best Available Control Technology 

 
8  In 1997, the USEPA adopted a new 8-hour O3 NAAQS, and on June 15, 2005, the previous 1-hour O3 NAAQS 

was revoked. 
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(BACT) be utilized to reduce pollutants and that any increases of criteria air pollutants be offset 
by achieving equivalent emission reductions at a facility within the SoCAB. Emergency 
equipment, however, is exempt from modeling and offset requirements (Rule 1304) and does 
not require a health risk assessment (Rule 1401). 

In addition to the AQMP and its rules and regulations, the SCAQMD published a handbook 
(CEQA Air Quality Handbook; most recent version: November 1993) that is intended to provide 
local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air quality impacts 
for both land use and permitting projects. The Handbook provides standards, methodologies 
and procedures for conducting air quality analyses in EIRs and was used extensively in the 
preparation of this analysis. The Handbook was used to develop the project air quality and 
human health risk assessment protocol contained in Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact 
Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C). 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

Under the conformity regulations (40 CFR 93) of the CAA, SCAG is the metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) responsible for coordinating the development of transportation infrastructure 
in the Southern California region such that air quality objectives as well as transportation goals 
are included in regional transportation plans. SCAG estimates population and business growth 
in the region, and uses these estimates to predict future vehicle miles traveled (VMT) which 
represents demand on the regional roadway system. Demand for ports, airports, and train 
stations are also determined. From the demand estimates, SCAG develops the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) to guide 
transportation growth and infrastructure development to meet the demand and air quality 
requirements in the region. The forecasts are updated approximately every three years. The 
VMT as well as activities predicted for ports, airports, and train stations are used by the 
SCAQMD in developing updates to the AQMPs discussed above. 

The 2004 RTP assumes that LGB will accommodate 3.8 million annual passengers (MAP) by 
2030. 

Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan 

The Congestion Management Plan (CMP) for the County of Los Angeles has been developed to 
meet the requirements of Section 65089 of the California Government Code. In enacting the 
CMP statute, the State legislature noted the increasing concern that urban congestion was 
impacting the economic vitality of the State and diminishing the quality of life in many 
communities. The CMP was created to further the following objectives: 

• To link land use, transportation, and air quality decisions. 

• To develop a partnership among transportation decision makers to encourage 
appropriate transportation solutions that include all modes of travel. 

• To propose transportation projects that are eligible for State gas tax funds. 

Local 

The cities of Long Beach and Lakewood have adopted General Plan Air Quality Elements to aid 
the greater Los Angeles region in attaining state and federal ambient air quality standards at the 
earliest feasible date, while still maintaining economic growth and improving the quality of life. 
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These Air Quality Elements acknowledge the inter-relationships between transportation and 
land use planning in meeting mobility and clean air goals. By adopting Air Quality Elements, 
both cities are seeking to achieve consistency with the AQMP, RTP, and CMP. 

City of Long Beach General Plan Air Quality Element 

Contained in the City of Long Beach General Plan Air Quality Element are numerous goals, 
policies, and actions that are intended to improve air quality throughout the City. They are based 
on the following guiding principles: 

(1) To achieve air quality improvements in such a manner that sustains current economic 
development while encouraging future growth. 

(2) To improve the quality of life for citizens by providing greater opportunities, 
conveniences, and choices. 

(3) To reinforce local mobility goals by reducing peak-hour traffic congestion. 

(4) To foster behavior change through public information and education, incentives, and 
pricing that reflects total societal costs for administration and enforcement. 

Existing Air Quality Conditions and Trends 

Regional Air Quality 

The distinctive climate of the SoCAB is determined primarily by its terrain and geographical 
location. Regional meteorology is dominated by a persistent high-pressure area, which 
commonly resides over the eastern Pacific Ocean. Seasonal variations in the strength and 
position of this pressure cell cause changes in the weather patterns of the area. Warm 
summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate daytime on-shore breezes, and moderate 
humidity characterize local climatic conditions. This normally mild climatic condition is 
occasionally interrupted by periods of hot weather, winter storms, and hot easterly Santa Ana 
winds. 

The SoCAB is an area of high air pollution potential, particularly from June through September. 
This condition is generally attributed to the large amount of pollutant emissions, light winds and 
shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. This frequently reduces pollutant dispersion, thus causing 
elevated air pollution levels. Pollutant concentrations in the SoCAB vary with location, season 
and time of day. Concentrations of O3, for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher in 
the near inland valleys and lower in the far inland areas of the Basin and adjacent desert. 

Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air pollution levels in 
southern California. The SoCAB previously was in non-attainment for all NAAQS, except SO2. 
The basin is now in attainment for NO2, lead, SO2, and CO. PM10 and ozone levels, while 
reduced substantially from their peak levels, are still above the respective NAAQS. Although 
2003 resulted in the worst smog season in seven years, 2004 concentrations have dropped 
down closer to the 2002 levels.  

The SCAQMD published a Basin-wide air toxics study (MATES II, Multiple Air Toxics Exposure 
Study, March 2000). The MATES II study represents one of the most comprehensive air toxics 
studies ever conducted in an urban environment. The study determined the cancer risk from 
toxic air emissions throughout the Basin by conducting a comprehensive monitoring program, 
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an updated emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants, and a modeling effort to fully 
characterize health risks for those living in the Basin. The study concluded that the average 
carcinogenic risk in the Basin is approximately 1,400 in one million. Mobile sources (e.g., cars, 
trucks, trains, ships, aircraft) represent the greatest contributors. About 70 percent of all risk is 
attributed to diesel particulate emissions, about 20 percent to other toxics associated with 
mobile sources (including benzene, butadiene, and formaldehyde), and about 10 percent of all 
carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary sources (which include industries and other certain 
businesses such as dry cleaners and chrome plating operations). 

Local Air Quality in the Airport Vicinity 

The SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout the 
Basin. As defined by the SCAQMD, the monitoring station most representative of existing air 
quality conditions in the project area is the South Los Angeles County Coastal Monitoring 
Station No. 072 (also referred to herein as the North Long Beach Monitoring Station), located in 
the 3600 block of North Long Beach Boulevard, in the City of Long Beach, approximately one 
mile west of the Airport’s western boundary. Criteria pollutants, including O3, CO, NO2, PM10, 
PM2.5, and SO2 are monitored at this station. 

Air Quality Trends in Long Beach 

The 10-year trend in pollutant concentrations can be seen in the 1995 through 2004 data 
presented in Table 3.2-4. Table 3.2-5 presents the 10-year trend in the number of days that the 
NAAQS or CAAQS were exceeded for each criteria pollutant. The trends indicate that between 
1995 and 2004: 

• CO concentrations have dropped 56 percent for the 1-hour average and 49 percent for 
the 8-hour average 

• NO2 concentrations have dropped 43 percent for the 1-hour average and 24 percent for 
the annual average 

• PM10 concentrations have dropped 51 percent for the 24-hour average and 14 percent 
for the annual average 

• O3 concentrations have dropped 18 percent for the 1-hour average and 4 percent for the 
8-hour average (since 1996) 

Since 1995, the Long Beach area has been in attainment of the federal CO, NO2, SO2, PM10, 
and Pb standards, as well as the state CO, NO2, SO2, and Pb standards. In 2004, only the state 
PM10, federal PM2.5, and state PM2.5 standards were exceeded in Long Beach. All other pollutant 
concentrations, including those for O3, were at or better than the standards.  

Existing Air Quality in Long Beach 

Table 3.2-6 presents the existing air quality used to represent CEQA baseline (2005) conditions, 
which was determined from the highest measurements for each pollutant from the most recent 
three-year period (2002-2004). As noted above, Long Beach is currently in attainment of all 
criteria pollutant standards except the PM10 CAAQS, and PM2.5 NAAQS and CAAQS. Also, one 
8-hour period over the last three years has an O3 concentration that exceeded the new 8-hour 
O3 CAAQS. 
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10-YEAR AMBIENT AIR QUALITY TRENDS IN THE VICINITY OF LONG BEACH AIRPORT 

 
Year 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Period 
Conc. 
Units 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 NAAQS CAAQS

1-hour              ppm 9 10 9 8 7 10 6 6 6 4 35 20
Carbon monoxide (CO) 

8-hour              ppm 6.6 6.9 6.7 6.6 5.4 5.8 4.7 4.6 4.7 3.4 9 9.0
1-hour ppm 0.110 0.110 0.100 0.120 0.130 0.120 0.091 0.084 0.099 0.090 (0.12)6 0.09 

Ozone (O3) 
8-hour5 ppm    NA 0.074 0.066 0.065 0.068 0.069 0.060 0.060 0.063 0.071 0.08 0.070
1-hour              ppm 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.12 NA 0.25

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
Annual   ppm 0.0367 0.0342 0.0333 0.0339 0.0342 0.0313 0.0308 0.0298 0.0288 0.0280 0.053 NA

1-hour              ppm 0.14 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.04 NA 0.25
3-hour4 ppm             0.14 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.5 NA

24-hour   ppm 0.018 0.013 0.011 0.013 0.011 0.014 0.012 0.008 0.008 0.012 0.04 0.14
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

Annual2 ppm   0.002 0.004 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.03 NA

24-hour µg/m3 146            113 87 69 79 105 91 74 63 72 150 50
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Annual µg/m3 38.7            35.3 40.5 32.3 38.9 37.6 37.4 35.9 32.8 33.1 50 20

24-hour2,3 µg/m3 NA            NA NA NA NA NA 49.2 47.1 46.5 NA 65 NA
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Annual µg/m3 NA            NA NA NA 21.5 19.2 21.4 19.5 18.0 17.6 15 12

Monthly µg/m3 0.05            0.08 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.10 0.02 NA 1.5
Lead (Pb) 

Quarterly µg/m3 0.04            0.08 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.01 1.5 NA
Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm 
1  Maximum concentration from 2002-2004 measurements are assumed to be representative of existing conditions in 2005. 
2  Measurements obtained from the California Air Resources Board, available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html. 
3  24-Hour average PM2.5 standard is based on the 98th percentile, per National Ambient Air Quality Standard (40 CFR 50.7). 
4 SO2 3-hour concentration assumed to be equal to the measured SO2 1-hour concentration. 
5  Reported ozone 8-hour average is the fourth highest value measured in each year. 
6  The ozone 1-hour NAAQS was revoked on June 15, 2005. 
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NA   not applicable 
ppm  parts per million by volume 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
 
Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Data Tables for 2002, 2003, and 2004 (unless otherwise noted). 

Risk Assessment 

http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
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TABLE 3.2-5 
10-YEAR AMBIENT AIR QUALITY TRENDS IN THE VICINITY OF LONG BEACH AIRPORT – 

DAYS ABOVE THE STANDARDS 
 

No. of Days Above the Federal or State Standards 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Period 

Standar
d 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Federal 0          0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-hour 

State           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Federal           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Carbon monoxide (CO) 

8-hour 
State           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Federal           0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
1-hour 

State           3 5 1 2 3 3 0 0 1 0

Federal NA          NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ozone (O3) 

8-hour 
State           NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)             1-hour State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-hour            State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3-hour Federal           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Federal           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

24-hour 
State           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Federal           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 24-hour1

State 
11 

(18.6) 7 (14.6)
10 

(17.5) 6 (10.2) 13 (22) 12 (21) 10 (17) 5 (8.6) 4 (6.6) 4 (6.7) 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 24-hour1 Federal NA NA NA NA 1 (1) 4 (1.3) 1 (0.3) 0 3 (0.9) 1 (0.3) 
Monthly State           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly Federal           0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 Number of samples exceeding the standard, percent of samples presented in parentheses (%). 
NA  not applicable 
 
Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm 
 
Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Data Tables for 2002, 2003, and 2004 (unless otherwise noted). 
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TABLE 3.2-6 
EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN THE VICINITY OF LONG BEACH 

AIRPORT AND AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 
 

Measurement Year 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Period Conc. Units 2002 2003 2004 

Maximum 
(2005)1 NAAQS CAAQS 

ppm 6 6 4 6 35 20 
1-hour 

µg/m3 6870 6870 4580 6,870 40,000 23,000 

ppm 4.6 4.7 3.4 4.7 9 9.0 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 

8-hour 
µg/m3 5270 5380 3890 5,380 10,000 10,000 

ppm 0.06 0.063 0.071 0.071 0.09 0.070 
Ozone (O3) 8-hour 

µg/m3 118 124 139 139 180 137 

ppm 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.14 NA 0.25 
1-hour 

µg/m3 245 263 226 263 NA 470 

ppm 0.0298 0.0288 0.0280 0.0298 0.053 NA 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

Annual 
µg/m3 56 54 53 56 100 NA 

ppm 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 NA 0.25 
1-hour 

µg/m3 79 79 105 105 NA 655 

ppm 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.5 NA 
3-hour4

µg/m3 79 79 105 105 1,300 NA 

ppm 0.008 0.008 0.012 0.012 0.04 0.14 
24-hour 

µg/m3 21 21 31 31 105 365 

ppm 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.005 0.03 NA 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

Annual2
µg/m3 5.2 5.2 13.1 13.1 80 NA 

24-hour µg/m3 74 63 72 74 150 50 Respirable Particulate Matter 
(PM10) Annual µg/m3 35.9 32.8 33.1 35.9 50 20 

24-hour2,3 µg/m3 47.1 46.5 NA 47.1 65 NA 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Annual µg/m3 19.5 18 17.6 19.5 15 12 
Monthly µg/m3 0.03 0.1 0.02 0.10 NA 1.5 

Lead (Pb)  
Quarterly µg/m3 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.05 1.5 NA 

Notes: 
1 Maximum concentration from 2002-2004 measurements are assumed to be representative of existing conditions in 2005. 
2 Measurements obtained from the California Air Resources Board, available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html. 
3 24-Hour average PM2.5 standard is based on the 98th percentile, per National Ambient Air Quality Standard (40 CFR 50.7). 
4 SO2 3-hour concentration assumed to be equal to the measured SO2 1-hour concentration. 
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NA  not applicable 
ppm  parts per million by volume 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 
 
Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm 
 
Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Data Tables for 2002, 2003, and 2004 (unless otherwise noted). 
 
In addition, the project vicinity cancer risk of 1,000 to 1,200 in one million was approximately 
14 to 29 percent lower than the average cancer risk within the Basin as a whole, which was 
1,400 per million. It should also be noted that, according to the EIR prepared for SCAG’s 2004 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, operations at Long Beach Airport are responsible for 
a minimal contribution to regional emissions. Table 3.2-7 illustrates this fact. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm
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TABLE 3.2-7 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT EMISSIONS COMPARED TO REGIONAL EMISSIONS 

 
VOC CO NOX SO2 PM10 PM2.5

  tpd %3 tpd %3 tpd %3 tpd %3 tpd %3 tpd %3

Total Anthropogenic in SoCAB1 718.31 100.00 4,100.19 100.00 975.30 100.00 58.48 100.00 291.95 100.00 112.49 100.00
Total Mobile (On-Road & Off-Road)1 421.91 58.74 3,891.10 94.90 877.70 89.99 39.42 67.41 39.99 13.70 31.42 27.93
Total Off-Road Mobile1 146.44 20.39 1,186.43 28.94 296.75 30.43 34.71 59.35 20.88 7.15 18.42 16.37
Total Aircraft1 5.47 0.76 50.79 1.24 26.53 2.72 0.95 1.62 0.65 0.22 0.65 0.58
Total Long Beach Airport2 0.12 0.02 4.32 0.11 0.57 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.02
1 From 2003 Air Quality Management Plan, Appendix III, Table A-6 
2 Total Long Beach Airport emissions in 2005 include aircraft, GSE, ground access vehicles, and stationary sources. 
3 Percent of Total Anthropogenic Emissions in SoCAB in 2005. 
tpd = tons per day 
SoCAB = South Coast Air Basin 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 
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Existing Health Risk in the Surrounding Area 

Based on the MATES II Study concentration data an emission inventories developed in 1998 to 
1999, the project area was characterized by a health risk of approximately 1,000 to 1,200 in one 
million due to toxic air contaminants, approximately 14 to 29 percent lower than the average 
cancer risk within the Basin as a whole, which was 1,400 per million.. Approximately 90 percent 
of the measured risk from TACs at the Long Beach Monitoring Station is due to mobile 
combustion sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) associated with the Port of 
Long Beach, 1-405,1-710,1-605, SR-91, Alameda Corridor, and the Long Beach Airport. In 
addition, the project vicinity cancer risk of 1,000 to 1,200 in one million was approximately 14 to 
29 percent lower than the average cancer risk within the Basin as a whole, which was 1,400 per 
million.  

As shown in Table 3.2-8, like the criteria pollutant trends, TAC concentrations have declined 
since 1998, indicating that existing risks have also dropped. Based on the decline in several key 
TAC concentrations over the last seven to eight years (i.e., since the MATES II Study was 
published), existing cancer risk in the project vicinity may be 600 to 800 in one million near the 
Airport. 

TABLE 3.2-8 
TREND IN TAC CANCER RISK FROM 1998 TO 2004 IN THE VICINITY OF 

LONG BEACH AIRPORT 
 

Concentration1 Estimated Risk2

Toxic Air Contaminant Conc. Units 1998 2004 1998 2004 
Change in 

Risk 
Acetaldehyde Ppb 1.43 1.19 7 6 -14% 
Benzene ppb 1.16 0.554 108 51 -53% 
1,3-Butadiene ppb 0.339 0.144 127 54 -57% 
Carbon tetrachloride ppb 0.118 0.092 31 24 -23% 
Chloroform ppb 0.040 0.039 1 1 0% 
p-Dichlorobenzene ppb 0.16 0.15 10 10 0% 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene ppb NA 0.05 NA 4 NA 
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene ppb NA 0.05 NA 4 NA 
Formaldehyde ppb 3.68 2.78 27 20 -26% 
Methylene chloride ppb 0.60 0.24 2 0.8 -60% 
Perchloroethylene ppb 0.193 0.057 8 2 -75% 
Trichloroethylene ppb 0.025 0.022 0.3 0.2 -33% 
Benzo(a)pyrene ng/m3 0.168 0.107 0.2 0.1 -50% 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ng/m3 0.190 0.116 0.02 0.01 -50% 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ng/m3 0.077 0.055 0.008 0.006 -25% 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene ng/m3 0.033 0.032 0.01 0.01 0% 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ng/m3 0.286 0.136 0.03 0.01 -67% 
Chromium – hexavalent ng/m3 0.11 0.09 16 14 -13% 
Lead ng/m3 12.3 NA3 0.1 NA NA 
Nickel ng/m3 5.7 NA3 1 NA NA 
Estimated Risk Without Considering Diesel PM: 339 193 -43% 
Estimated Risk Considering Diesel PM:4 1130 643 -43% 
1 Mean 1998 conc. presented if available - highest value between 1997 and 1999 used if not; mean 2004 conc. 

presented if available - highest value between 2002 and 2003 used if not. 
2 Risk values are incremental cancer risks per million population. 
3 Lead and nickel concentrations were last measured in Long Beach in 2001. 
4 Based on general MATES-II finding, diesel PM is assumed to contribute 70% to the total cancer risk. 
NA   not available or not applicable 
ppb  parts per billion by volume 
ng/m3 nanograms per cubic meter 
Source: CARB ADAM Toxics at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/sitepages/ 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/sitepages/
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Existing Operational Emissions at the Airport 

Table 3.2-9 presents the total criteria air pollutant emission inventories for operations at the 
Airport based on existing conditions (2005). The effects of Airport operations on air quality in the 
vicinity of the Airport are represented in the data collected at the North Long Beach Monitoring 
Station.  

TABLE 3.2-9 
2005 EXISTING CONDITIONS CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSION 

INVENTORY 
 

Total Emissions, tons/yr 
Source Type CO VOC NOX SO2 PM10

1 PM2.5
1

Turbine Aircraft 
Idle 67.93 5.01 14.82 3.28 1.74 1.74 
Approach 9.46 0.52 24.06 2.57 1.05 1.05 
Climb Out 1.32 0.16 31.04 1.43 0.43 0.43 
Takeoff 2.01 0.21 69.73 2.70 0.90 0.90 

Turbine Aircraft Subtotal 80.72 5.90 139.65 9.98 4.12 4.12 
Piston Aircraft Subtotal 1,314.56 18.80 3.30 0.14 2.30 1.74 
All Aircraft Subtotal 1,395.28 24.70 142.95 10.11 6.42 5.86 
APU Subtotal 4.45 0.34 9.39 1.02 0.85 0.85 

Ground Service Equipment (GSE) 
CNG 10.68 0.00 3.79 0.00 0.02 0.02 
Gasoline 96.18 6.64 19.76 0.29 0.09 0.09 
Diesel 6.54 2.18 21.34 2.10 1.47 1.42 

GSE Subtotal 113.40 8.83 44.89 2.39 1.58 1.53 
Roadways 

Gasoline 36.26 3.89 3.91 0.03 0.19 0.17 
Diesel 0.50 0.07 0.96 0.01 0.02 0.01 
Fugitive – – – – 4.33 0.75 

Roadway Subtotal 36.76 3.96 4.87 0.03 4.54 0.94 
Parking 

Evaporative Losses – 1.42 – – – – 
Exhaust 28.14 0.87 5.17 – 0.19 0.19 

Parking Subtotal 28.14 2.30 5.17 – 0.19 0.19 
Stationary Sources Subtotal 0.04 3.92 0.13 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Grand Total 1,578.07 44.05 207.40 13.56 13.58 9.37 

 1 PM emissions for aircraft calculated external to EDMS 4.3. 
 
 Source: CDM 2005. 

 
Based on the US Department of Transportation’s October 11, 2005 Air Travel Consumer 
Report, approximately 15 percent of the commercial aircraft that use Long Beach Airport arrive 
late and approximately 9 percent depart late. During peak periods each of the ten existing 
aircraft parking positions at the airport is in use. When flights arrive late during peak periods and 
no parking positions are available, the additional aircraft must wait on the tarmac until a parking 
position becomes available. While waiting, the aircraft remain in idle and, thus, emit pollutants 
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for longer periods of time than usual. The impact analysis presented in Section 3.2.2 assumed 
that a total of 14 aircraft parking positions would be provided by the Proposed Project.  

Existing CO Concentrations at Roadway Intersections Near the Airport 

Table 3.2-10 presents maximum CO concentrations at roadway intersections near the Airport 
based on existing conditions (2005). It should be noted that the CO concentrations are traffic 
related; neither aircraft nor aircraft support equipment impact intersections.  

TABLE 3.2-10 
CURRENT MAXIMUM CO CONCENTRATIONS AT ROADWAY 

INTERSECTIONS IN THE VICINITY OF THE AIRPORT1 

 
Traffic CO Conc. 

(ppm) Max. Conc. (ppm) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 
ID Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour2 8-Hour3,4 1-Hour5 8-Hour6

1 Carson Street/Cherry Avenue 3.7 2.6 9.7 7.3 no no 
2 Carson Street/Paramount Boulevard 3.5 2.5 9.5 7.2 no no 
3 Carson Street/Lakewood Boulevard 4.5 3.2 10.5 7.9 no no 
4 Carson Street/Clark Avenue 3.5 2.5 9.5 7.2 no no 
5 Bixby Road/Cherry Avenue 3.8 2.7 9.8 7.4 no no 
6 Conant Street/Lakewood Boulevard 2.8 2.0 8.8 6.7 no no 
7 Conant Street/Clark Avenue 1.9 1.3 7.9 6.0 no no 
8 East 36th Street/Cherry Avenue 4.5 3.2 10.5 7.9 no no 
9 East Wardlow Road/Cherry Avenue 5.1 3.6 11.1 8.3 no no 

10 East Wardlow Road/Dr. Douglas Road/ 
Lakewood Boulevard 3.6 2.5 9.6 7.2 no no 

11 East Wardlow Road/Clark Avenue 2.4 1.7 8.4 6.4 no no 
12 East Spring Street/Cherry Avenue 3.5 2.5 9.5 7.2 no no 
13 East Spring Street/Temple Avenue 4.7 3.3 10.7 8.0 no no 
14 East Spring Street/Redondo Avenue 4.5 3.2 10.5 7.9 no no 
15 East Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard 4.4 3.1 10.4 7.8 no no 
16 East Spring Street/Clark Avenue 3.5 2.5 9.5 7.2 no no 
17 East Willow Street/Redondo Avenue 3.4 2.4 9.4 7.1 no no 
18 East Willow Street/Lakewood Boulevard 5.2 3.6 11.2 8.3 no no 
19 East Willow Street/Clark Avenue 3.6 2.5 9.6 7.2 no no 

1 Receptors 3 meters from roadway 
2 Background (1-Hour) 6 ppm 
3 Background (8-Hour) 4.7 ppm 
4 Generalized Persistence Factor 0.7 (Urban Locations) 
5 Significance Threshold (1-Hour) 30.0 ppm 
6 Significance Threshold (8-Hour) 9.0 ppm 
 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.doc 
 
Source: SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds [Accessed August 31, 2005]; CDM, 2005. 

 
Related Planning Programs 

South Coast Air Quality Management Plan 

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook states, "New or amended GP Elements (including land use 
zoning and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.doc


Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.2 AQ-HHRA-110305.doc 3.2-29 Air Quality and Human Health 

Risk Assessment 

consistency with the AQMP.” A Proposed Project should be considered to be consistent with the 
plan if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies. The Handbook 
identifies two key indicators of consistency: 

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of 
air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.  

(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2010 or increments 
based on the year of project buildout and phase. 

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 

As previously stated, the 2004 RTP assumes that Long Beach Airport will accommodate 
3.8 MAP and 137,000 tons of air cargo by 2030. The RTP does not contain any additional goals 
or policies relative to the Proposed Project. 

Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan 

As discussed above and in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation, the Los Angeles County 
Congestion Management Plan seeks to link land use, transportation and air quality decisions. 
Goals and policies relative to the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.8, as is a 
discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with those goals and policies. 

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 

A Healthy Environment and Sustainable City 

Goal 4: Improve Air Quality 

• Coordinate with other jurisdictions in the air basin to establish air quality plans and 
implementation programs, particularly with regards to interstate and international 
commerce (aircraft, ships, trains and diesel trucks). 

City of Long Beach General Plan 

Air Quality Element 

The Air Quality Element is divided into seven topical areas: Government Organization, Roles 
and Responsibilities; Ground Transportation; Air Transportation; Land Use; Particulate 
Emissions; Energy Conservation; and Education. A general goal statement for each topic 
expresses the general, long-range condition toward which effort is being directed. Each goal is 
reinforced by a series of policies that provide guidance for decision-making that will advance 
that particular goal. Policies are then implemented through a number of actions. For the project, 
the following actions are applicable: 

• Action 2.1.2.3 – Promote the creation of, and develop incentives for, sector committees 
consisting of local establishments providing consumer services and goods to offer and 
distribute those services and goods in a manner that will reduce overall automobile 
travel. 
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• Action 2.1.3.1 – Apply system management techniques specified in the City's 
Transportation Element, such as traffic signal synchronization or computerization, 
parking prohibitions, left-hand turn pockets, and recessed bus ways where appropriate 
to optimize existing capacity on regional corridors, and major and minor arterials. 

• Action 2.1.3.6 – Invest in capital improvements intended to eliminate traffic bottlenecks, 
such as grade separations, street widening, intersection improvements, and new or 
realigned roadways. 

• Action 2.4.1.3 – Ensure that all new development is designed and constructed to 
facilitate and encourage travel by carpool, vanpool, transit, bicycle, and foot. 

• Action 2.4.1.10 – Ensure that pedestrian walkways are safe, convenient, and 
aesthetically appealing, especially at major activity centers. 

• Action 5.2.2 – Improve the jobs/housing balance at the Southeast Los Angeles County 
Sub-regional level in relation to major activity centers as new development occurs. 

• Action 6.1.8 – Once sources of particulate pollution have been identified, the City shall 
pursue potential mitigation measures through private/public collaborations, or through 
other available means. 

• Action 7.1.4 – Encourage the incorporation of energy conservation features in the design 
of all new construction. 

• Action 7.1.5 – Encourage the installation of conservation devices and low energy 
using/water consuming appliances in new and existing development. 

City of Lakewood General Plan 

Air Quality Element 

The City of Lakewood Air Quality Element contains the following policies, which are applicable 
to the project: 

• Policy 3.1 – Achieve a pattern of land uses that facilitates a reduction in mobile 
emissions through the availability of alternative transportation modes. 

• Policy 4.1 – Reduce particulate emissions through regulations and enforceable 
measures to the extent possible. Sources of particulate emissions include unpaved 
roads, accumulated debris on paved roads, and dirt lots. 

City of Signal Hill General Plan  

Environmental Element 

The City of Signal Hill has adopted a General Plan Environmental Element that includes Air 
Quality subtopics. Although Signal Hill does not have an explicit Air Quality element as with 
Long Beach and Lakewood, the Environmental Element contains a Los Angeles County 
Subregional Element that may have applicability to future projects in Signal Hill. Policy 5.1 of the 
Environmental Element also specifically addresses air quality in the City of Signal Hill. Air 
Quality topics in the General Plan include the following: 
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• Encourage new development to incorporate commercial and industrial uses near 
residential communities to reduce trips and trip lengths. 

• Encourage several parking strategies, carpool and bus alternatives, the promotion of 
bicycle rack installation, and tree and shrub planting. 

• Policy 5.1-Cooperate and participate in regional air quality management plans, programs 
and enforcement measures. 

3.2.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

For air quality impacts, CEQA significance thresholds for a project are determined by whether 
the project will result in one or more of the following: 

1. Violate any ambient air quality standard; 

2. Contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. For CO, an 
increase of ten percent or greater would be considered significant. 

3. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

4. Result in an incremental (future alternative compared to 2005 Baseline) cancer risk 
greater than 10 in one million (1 x 105) or an incremental hazard greater than one for 
residents, school children, and off-airport workers; 

5. Exceed occupational standards developed or adopted by Cal/OSHA for airport workers. 

6. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

Air pollutants have two general types of effects, regional and local. Regional effects are caused 
by those pollutants that have the capability of mixing with and adversely affecting the ambient 
air over a broad area within the air basin, not just within the project area. Pollutants that can 
have such effects include ROC and NOX, which combine to form ozone, CO, PM10, and SOX. 
Significance thresholds are established for both emissions and concentrations of these 
pollutants in order to protect the overall ambient air quality of the entire air basin. Local effects 
are caused when pollutants that have the capability of reaching high concentrations in local 
areas ("hot spots") generate associated adverse effects. The primary pollutant that can have 
this effect is CO. Significance criteria are established for CO concentrations in order to protect 
local air quality. The specific significance criteria used in this EIR are listed in Table 3.2-11, 
below. They are intended to conform to the general criteria listed above. 

TABLE 3.2-11 
SCAQMD REGIONAL POLLUTANT EMISSION THRESHOLDS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 
 

 Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 
 CO ROG NOX PM10 SOX

Construction 550 75 100 150 150 
Operation 550 55 55 150 150 
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Exceedance of the above thresholds is considered significant by the SCAQMD. 

Emission Standards for Pollutants with Localized Effects 

The significance of localized project impacts depends on whether ambient CO levels in the 
vicinity of the project are above or below State and federal CO standards. If ambient levels are 
below the standards, a project is considered to have significant impacts if project emissions 
result in an exceedance of one or more of these standards. The relevant standards are listed 
below: 

California State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm 
California State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm 
Federal one-hour CO standard of 35.0 ppm 
Federal eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm 

If an exceedance of the AAQS will result with or without the Proposed Project Scenarios, but the 
project will cause an increase in the exceedance, an increase in the concentrations of ten 
percent or greater is usually considered a significant adverse impact. 

Impact Analysis 

This section analyzes the impacts that could result from implementation of the Proposed Project 
as well as each of the project alternatives. Both construction-related impacts and project-related 
impacts are addressed. In addition, this section analyzes the impacts that could occur with 
“Optimized Flights” added to each alternative. 

Threshold 1: The project would cause a significant impact if it would violate any 
ambient air quality standard. 

Threshold 2: The project would cause a significant impact if it would contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Temporary air quality impacts would result from project construction activities. Air pollutants 
would be emitted by construction equipment and construction worker vehicles. Fugitive dust 
would be generated during demolition and construction activities in the terminal and parking 
areas. Appendix C provides detailed information on the assumptions and methodology used for 
assessing construction-related air quality impacts. Table 3.2-12, Project Construction Emissions 
Inventories, presents annual, peak, and daily emissions during construction. These estimates 
represent the highest potential level of construction-related emissions attributable to the 
Proposed Project. As shown in Table 3.2-12, on a peak construction day, the Proposed Project 
would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for NOX and VOC. When combined in the 
presence of sunlight, VOCs react with NOX to form ozone, a criteria pollutant for which the 
SoCAB is in non-attainment. Consequently, project-related construction activities would 
contribute to an existing air quality violation. It should be noted that these impacts would be 
short-term, occurring only during construction of the Proposed Project and would not result in 
the violation of any ambient air quality standard. Construction emissions for the other criteria 
pollutants (CO, PM10, and PM2.5) would be less than significant. 
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Impact 3.2-1 Project-related construction activities would result in a significant 
short-term construction-related air quality impact for NOX and VOC. 
Implementation of mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 
would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than 
significant. 

TABLE 3.2-12 
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION EMISSION INVENTORIES 

 
Construction Emissions by Year 

Pollutant 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011   

Annual Emissions (tons/year)   
CO 3.8 10.9 8.0 6.3 5.7 5.6   
VOC 0.9 2.7 1.7 1.2 1.1 1.0   
NOX 11.8 30.9 20.1 17.9 17.5 16.6   
SOX 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   
PM2.5 0.6 1.9 1.4 1.1 1.0 1.0   
PM10 1.1 3.8 3.1 2.6 2.7 2.7   

Peak Quarterly Emissions (tons/quarter) 
Significance Threshold 

(tons/quarter) Significant?
CO 1.3 3.1 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.4 24.75 No 
VOC 0.3 4.5 0.4 2.0 0.3 0.2 2.5 Yes 
NOX 3.7 8.6 5.1 4.8 4.4 4.2 2.5 Yes 
SOX 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.75 No 
PM2.5 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 NA NA 
PM10 0.4 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 6.75 No 

Daily Emissions (lbs/day) or Average Day in Peak Month 
Peak Day 
(lbs/day) 

Significance 
Threshold 
(lbs/day) Significant?

CO 68 93 61 60 43 43 177 550 No 
VOC 17 270 13 161 8 7 513 75 Yes 
NOX 217 260 154 150 134 128 494 100 Yes 
SOX 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 150 No 
PM2.5 12 17 10 10 8 8 31 NA NA 
PM10 28 34 24 23 21 21 64 150 No 
NA = not available 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would involve improvements to the existing Airport terminal as well as 
construction of a new parking structure to better serve existing demand at the Airport. The 
Proposed Project would not result in any additional flights or passengers; as a result, it would 
not alter the operating characteristics of the Airport. By providing sufficient parking at the Airport, 
the Proposed Project has the potential to have an incremental beneficial impact on air quality 
because there would be fewer trips compared to the No Project Alternative (see Section 3.8, 
Transportation and Circulation). Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not 
result in any air quality impacts. No mitigation measures would be required. 
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The primary sources of regional emissions generated under the Optimized Flights scenario 
would be ground service equipment and motor vehicles in the near-term (through 2011). 
However, the emissions from these sources are expected to diminish under new regulations 
being promulgated at the regional, state, and federal levels. Therefore, a slightly higher portion 
of future (2020) Airport emissions would be attributable to the 11 additional daily commercial 
flights that were analyzed under the Optimized Flights scenario. The Airport’s incremental 
contribution to ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants under the Optimized Flights scenario 
is presented in Table 3.2-13, Future Air Quality in the Vicinity of Long Beach Airport with 
Optimized Flights, Operational Contributions. 

As shown in Table 3.2-13, the concentrations of criteria pollutants resulting from future airport 
operations under the Optimized Flights scenario would not exceed State or federal ambient air 
quality standards for any of the criteria pollutants. However, the incremental concentrations of 
PM10 from future operations at the Airport would be in excess of SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration 
threshold. Specifically, Airport operations would increase incremental future PM10 
concentrations by 10.4 µg/m3 in 2011 and 2020 – well above SCAQMD’s 2.5 µg/m3 significance 
threshold for PM10 (SCAQMD 1993). 

In addition, operations under the Optimized Flights scenario would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of PM10 – a criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment. 
These PM10 impacts are primarily attributable to ground service equipment and cars and trucks 
operating in the Airport area. Because the region is in non-attainment for PM10 and the Airport’s 
incremental contribution to future PM10 levels in the Airport vicinity would exceed SCAQMD’s 
threshold of significance, operations under the Optimized Flights scenario would contribute 
substantially to an existing air quality violation. It is important to note that the parking structure 
and roadway improvements associated with the Proposed Project would actually result in lower 
incremental PM10 impacts than the No Project incremental PM10 impacts. 

Particles in the air such as PM10 and PM2.5 can cause or aggravate health problems and may be 
linked with heart or lung diseases. The health effects of exposure to PM10 range from minor 
effects, such as nose and throat irritation, to more serious effects such as aggravation of 
existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease. Fine particulate matter may bypass the body’s 
defense mechanisms and become embedded in the deepest recesses of the lung, and can 
disrupt cellular processes. Consequently, the Optimized Flights scenario would result in 
significant impacts to sensitive receptors.  
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TABLE 3.2-13 
FUTURE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN THE VICINITY OF LONG BEACH AIRPORT WITH OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS 

OPERATIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 

Incremental Airport Contribution 
Optimized Flights (Future - Existing) Future Air Quality with Optimized Flights 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Period 
Conc. 
Units 

Existing 
AQ 

(2005)1
NP 2011 P 2011 NP 2020  P 2020 NP 2011 P 2011 NP 2020 P 2020 NAAQS CAAQS

ppm 6.0 0.45          0.25 -1.90 -2.72 6.45 6.25 4.10 3.28 35 20
1-hour 

µg/m3 6870 5147         285 -2179 -3117 7384 7155 4691 3753 40,000 23,000
ppm 4.7 -0.21          -0.41 -1.88 -2.18 4.49 4.29 2.82 2.52 9 9.0

Carbon monoxide 
(CO)4

8-hour 
µg/m3 5380 -243         -472 -2156 -2491 5137 4908 3224 2889 10,000 10,000
ppm 0.14 0.0214          0.0177 0.0220 0.0232 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 NA 0.25

1-hour 
µg/m3 263 40          33 41 44 304 297 305 307 NA 470
ppm 0.030 0.0067          0.0048 0.0029 0.0023 0.037 0.035 0.033 0.032 0.053 NA

Nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual 
µg/m3 56 13          9 6 4 69 65 62 60 100 NA

24-hour µg/m3 74.0 10.1          10.4 14.3 10.4 84.1 84.4 88.3 84.4 150 50Respirable 
Particulate 
Matter (PM10) Annual µg/m3 35.9 9.2          7 9.4 6.8 45.1 42.9 45.3 42.7 50 20

Fine Particulate 24-hour2,3 µg/m3 47.1 1.6          1.9 2.6 1.7 48.7 49.0 49.7 48.8 65 NA
Matter (PM2.5)           Annual µg/m3 19.5 1.9 1.2 1.7 1.1 21.4 20.7 21.2 20.6 15 12

Monthly µg/m3 0.10 0.0009          0 0.41 0.0009 0.10 0.10 0.51 0.10 na 1.5
Lead (Pb) Quarterly µg/m3 0.05 0          0 0 0 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 1.5 na
1 Maximum concentration from 2002-2004 measurements are assumed to be representative of existing conditions in 2005. 
2 Measurements obtained from the California Air Resources Board, available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html. 
3 24-Hour average PM2.5 standard is based on the 98th percentile, per National Ambient Air Quality Standard (40 CFR 50.7). 
4 CO concentrations include sum of airport operations and roadway intersections. 
CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NA = not applicable 
NP = 41 commercial + 25 commuter flights + 11 optimized flights 
P = 41commercial + 25 commuter + 11 optimized flights, with terminal improvements 
ppm = parts per million by volume 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
 
Sources: SCAQMD Air Quality Data Tables for 2002, 2003, and 2004 (unless otherwise noted).Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm CDM 2005. 

Risk Assessment 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm
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Impact 3.2-2 Incremental air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would 
exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration threshold due to associated 
GSE and vehicular traffic activity, contribute substantially to an 
existing air quality violation, and expose sensitive receptors to 
significant PM10 concentrations. Implementation of the mitigation 
program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but 
not to a level considered less than significant. 

As illustrated in Table 3.2-14, the incremental emissions resulting from Airport operations under 
the Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for CO and 
NOX in 2011 and 2020. This would be considered a significant impact of operations under the 
Optimized Flights scenario. 

TABLE 3.2-14 
INCREMENTAL1 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS 

COMPARED TO SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 
 

Incremental Emissions 
Year and Alternative CO VOC NOX SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Operational Significance Thresholds, lb/day(2) 550 55 55 150 150 NA 
       
2011 Incremental Emissions, tpy 178.39 1.92  94.09 9.82  5.96  2.65  
2011 Incremental Emissions, lb/day 977  11  516  54  33  15  
Above Thresholds? (yes/no) Yes No Yes No No NA 
       
2011 No Project Incremental Emissions, tpy 188.49 2.97  94.96 9.83  8.05  3.08  
2011 No Project Incremental Emissions, lb/day 1,033 16  520  54  44  17  
Above Thresholds? (yes/no) Yes No Yes No No NA 
       
2020 Incremental Emissions, tpy 101.08 (4.08) 77.46 9.82  5.63  2.33  
2020 Incremental Emissions, lb/day 554  (22) 424  54  31  13  
Above Thresholds? (yes/no) Yes No Yes No No NA 
       
2020 No Project Incremental Emissions, tpy 105.88 (3.49) 77.70 9.83  7.71  2.76  
2020 No Project Incremental Emissions, lb/day 580  (19) 426  54  42  15  
Above Thresholds? (yes/no) Yes No Yes No No NA 
1 Incremental emissions are those above the 2005 Existing Conditions emissions. 
2 Operational Significance Thresholds from SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). 
NA = Not available or not applicable. 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
Impact 3.2-3 Air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed 

SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for CO and NOX. The mitigation 
program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce the CO impacts to a 
level considered less than significant. NOX emissions would remain 
significant even after implementation of the mitigation program. 

As previously stated, aircraft that arrive late during peak periods at the Airport remain in idle 
until a parking position becomes available and, thus, emit pollutants for longer periods of time 
than usual. The air quality analysis upon which these findings are based assumed four 
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additional parking positions would be added at the Airport, for a total of 14. If fewer parking 
positions were created, additional emissions impacts would occur under the Optimized Flights 
scenario due to increased aircraft idling.  

Threshold 3: The project would cause a significant impact if it would expose 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Threshold 4: The project would cause a significant impact if it would result in an 
incremental (future alternative compared to 2005 Baseline) cancer risk 
greater than 10 in one million (1 x 10-5) or a hazard greater than one for 
residents, school children, and off-airport workers. 

The Airport is surrounded by commercial areas on the west, north, and south with a golf course 
located to the east. Residential areas are located somewhat farther away in these directions 
although residential areas are directly across the street from the southeast corner of the Airport. 
Douglas Park, a new mixed-use development, is planned to the north of the Airport. Over 
80 schools were identified within the study area. The nearest downwind school is George 
Washington Carver School (Elementary) located at 5335 East Pavo Street about one third mile 
east of the airport.  

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction of the Proposed Project would not result in increased cancer risk because 
exposure to carcinogens is cumulative throughout a person’s life (estimated at 70 years) and 
exposure to short-term construction activities would not, therefore, be expected to result in 
increased cancer risks. 

Exposure to non-carcinogens during construction activities would also not result in unacceptable 
acute hazards. The acute HIs are summarized on Table 3.2-15. Note that these HIs are 
calculated from maximum concentrations regardless of location. Thus, exposure to all of these 
TACs at their maximum concentrations in one location is theoretical. In addition, most, or all, 
receptors will either move around the Airport or be located in an area removed from the point of 
highest exposure. Thus, all or virtually all receptors would experience lower airborne 
concentration of TACs than those reported on Table 3.2-15. The analysis thus suggests little 
potential for unacceptable acute expose from construction activities. 

No significant impacts would occur from short-term construction activities, and no mitigation 
would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

As previously discussed, the Proposed Project would not result in any additional flights or 
passengers. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any air 
quality impacts beyond those discussed as construction-related impacts. No mitigation 
measures would be required. 
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TABLE 3.2-15 
TACS OF CONCERN FOR ACUTE EXPOSURE DURING CONSTRUCTION 

 

TAC 

Estimated 1-Hour Maximum 
Incremental Concentrations 

during Construction 
(ug/m3) 

Acute REL 
(ug/m3) 

Acute Hazard 
Index 

Formaldehyde 7.5 94 0.08 
Benzene 1.0 1,300 0.0008 
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 0.76 13,000 0.00006 
Toluene 0.75 37,000 0.00004 
Xylenes Total 0.53 22,000 0.00007 
Styrene 0.030 21,000 0.00007 
Methyl Alcohol 0.015 28,000 0.0006 
Isopropyl Alcohol 0.33 3,200 0.0001 
Triethylamine 0.29 2,800 0.0001 
Ammonia 0.22 3,200 0.00007 
Arsenic 0.0039 0.19 0.02 
Chlorine 0.67 210 0.003 
Copper 0.022 100 0.0002 
Mercury 0.0044 1.8 0.002 
Nickel 0.012 6 0.002 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

As illustrated in Table 3.2-16, all estimated incremental cancer inhalation risks for residents, 
school children, and off-Airport workers would be less than the cancer risk significance 
threshold of 10 in one million under the Optimized Flights scenario. Similarly, as shown in 
Table 3.2-17, Summary of Project Multi-Pathway Incremental Cancer Risks for Adult Resident, 
risks associated with exposure to TACs by pathways other than inhalation would not contribute 
significantly to total risk. No significant impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

TABLE 3.2-16 
ESTIMATED HIGHEST INCREMENTAL CANCER INHALATION RISKS 

 
Cancer Inhalation Risks (per million individuals) 

Resident 
Alternative Adult Child Adult + Child1

School 
Child 

Off-Airport 
Worker 

2011 No Project 0.5 0.1 0.5 -0.0007 1.1 
2011 Optimized Flights 1.8 0.4 1.8 0.0003 2.6 
2020 No Project 2.0 0.5 2.1 0.003 1.7 
2020 Optimized Flights -0.2 -0.07 -0.3 -0.004 0.8 
1 This residential receptor represents the combination of an adult resident with a 61-year exposure 

duration and a child resident with a 9-year exposure duration. 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 
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TABLE 3.2-17 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT MULTI-PATHWAY INCREMENTAL CANCER RISKS 

FOR ADULT RESIDENT1

 
Cancer Risk (per million individuals) 

  

Cancer Multi-
Pathway 

Adjustment 
Factor (MP r) 

Peak 
Inhalation 

2011  
Optimized 

Flights2

Multi-
Pathway 

2011 
Optimized 

Flights2

Peak 
Inhalation 

2020 
Optimized 

Flights2

Multi-
Pathway 

Optimized 
Flights2

SVOCs 
PAHs 29.76 0.000044 0.0013 0.000002 0.000055 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 10.26 0.000029 0.00030 0.000001 0.000013 
Inorganics 
Lead 4.19 -0.00039 -0.0017 -0.0000053 -0.000022 
1 Adult, 70 year exposure duration  
2 Location of maximum inhalation risk  
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
It should be noted that the 2020 scenarios have lower incremental cancer risks than the 2011 
scenarios because the phase-in of regulations that apply to both on-road (passenger cars and 
cargo trucks) and off-road mobile sources (GSE) will result in a decrease of emissions. In 
addition, the fleet mix (cars, trucks and GSE) analyzed for each year assumes some fleet 
turnover that incorporates newer technologies that are implemented to comply with the 
regulations.  

As the primary source of airport emissions shifts from GSE and on-road emissions (in 2011) to 
aircraft (in 2020), the peak impact locations generally move south due to Runway 30 (in the 
southeast part of the airfield) being the primary takeoff runway. By assuming that almost all jet 
aircraft taxi to and takeoff from this location, the peak impact locations move southward. 
(Although aircraft occasionally takeoff from Runway 12 on the opposite end, this occurs less 
than 10 percent of the time.) 

The incremental cancer risks for 2020 Proposed Project are lower than for 2020 No Project 
indicating fewer impacts for this scenario than for 2020 No Project. In fact, the residential 
incremental risks indicate a minor beneficial impact for the 2020 Proposed Project. These 
results reflect the improved traffic circulation and parking conditions under the Proposed Project 
compared to No Project conditions in 2020. 

As discussed in the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C) and illustrated in Table 3.2-18, Estimated Highest 
Incremental Non-Cancer Inhalation Health Hazard Indices (HI), implementation of the Optimized 
Flights scenario would not be expected to result in significant chronic non-cancer effects. HI 
estimates include cumulative exposures to all TACs that are toxic to the respiratory system at 
low chronic daily exposure. As shown in Table 3.2-18, all incremental chronic non-cancer HIs 
are less that the significance threshold of 1. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be 
required. 
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TABLE 3.2-18 
ESTIMATED HIGHEST INCREMENTAL CHRONIC NON-CANCER 

INHALATION HEALTH HAZARDS 
 

Chronic Non-cancer Inhalation Health Hazard Indices 
Resident 

Alternative Adult Child1 School Child 
Off-Airport 

Worker 

2011 No Project 0.01 0.01 0.0005 0.05 
2011 Optimized Flights 0.007 0.01 0.0007 0.02 
2020 No Project -0.0003 -0.0007 -0.00006 -0.00008 
2020 Optimized Flights 0.0002 0.0003 -0.00004 0.004 
Threshold of significance > 1. 
1 The child resident has a 9-year exposure duration. 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
As discussed in the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk Assessment for the 
Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C), Cal EPA's OEHHA has developed an acute reference 
exposure level (REL) for acrolein, and several other TACs of concern in emissions from the 
Airport. The 1-hour estimate maximum concentration estimates prepared for the analysis of 
airport operations under the Optimized Flights scenario showed that the ratios for all chemicals 
except acrolein were so small that they would have no impact on assessment of acute risks. 

Acrolein is a TAC of concern and has been shown in analyses of non-cancer hazards at other 
airports to be associated with airport operations. As illustrated in Table 3.2-19, maximum 1-hour 
concentrations of acrolein resulting from airport operations under the Optimized Flights scenario 
would be less than the significance threshold of 1. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would 
be required. 

TABLE 3.2-19 
MAXIMUM ACUTE HAZARD INDEX FOR ACROLEIN 

 
Maximum Acute Hazard Index for Acrolein 
Resident 

Alternative Adult Child 
School  
Child 

Off-Airport  
Worker 

2011 No Project 0.59 0.14 0.59 0.84 
2011 Optimized Flights 0.23 0.23 0.20 0.44 
2020 No Project 0.35 0.35 0.16 0.43 
2020 Optimized Flights 0.36 0.36 0.16 0.44 
Threshold of significance > 1. 
 
Source: CDM 2005. 

 
Threshold 5: The project would cause a significant impact if it would exceed 

occupational standards developed or adopted by Cal/OSHA for 
airport workers. 

On-Airport outdoor workers are located close to the major sources of emissions. These workers 
are expected to receive the highest exposures to TACs because a large percentage of aircraft 
idle and taxi times are spent at or near terminal gates, and because ground service equipment 
is concentrated near the gates. Aircraft and GSE account for almost all TAC releases at the 
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Airport. The HHRA, therefore, included an assessment of possible impacts to on-Airport 
workers. 

Construction Related Impacts 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, asbestos containing materials 
and lead-based paint could be induced into the environment during construction. Airport workers 
could, therefore, be exposed to asbestos and lead-based paint emissions during construction of 
the Proposed Project. Implementation of the mitigation program presented in Section 3.4 would 
reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant.  

During construction of the Proposed Project, airport workers could also be exposed to NOX 
emissions generated by construction equipment and VOC emissions from paint. As previously 
discussed, Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is a portion of NOX emissions. NO2 can irritate the nose 
throat, and lungs, especially in people with asthma. It also lowers resistance to respiratory 
infection. VOCs contribute to the formation of smog and/or may themselves be toxic. 

These short-term exposures would not be expected to exceed occupational standards 
developed or adopted by Cal/OSHA for airport workers. No impact would occur. No mitigation 
would be required.  

Project Related Impacts 

As previously stated, the Proposed Project would not result in any additional flights or 
passenger levels or change operational procedures. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not result in any air quality impacts beyond those related to construction activities. 
No mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Table 3.2-20 provides a comparison between Cal/OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits (PEL-
TWA) and the maximum estimated 8-Hour on-Airport air concentrations for the 2011 Optimized 
Flights scenario. Estimated 8-hour maximum concentrations for the 2011 Optimized Flights 
scenario are all less than associated PEL-TWAs by two orders of magnitude or more. In 
addition, most, or all, on-Airport workers will either move around the Airport or be located in an 
area removed from the point of highest exposure. Thus, all or virtually all on-Airport workers 
would experience lower air-borne concentrations of TACs than those shown in Table 3.2-20. 
This finding suggests that even at locations where workers might be exposed to the highest 
concentrations, no exceedances of workplace standards would be expected. No impacts would 
occur. No mitigation would be required. 
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TABLE 3.2-20 
COMPARISON OF CAL/OSHA PERMISSIBLE EXPOSURE LIMITS 

(PEL-TWA) TO MAXIMUM ESTIMATED 8-HOUR ON-AIRPORT 
CONCENTRATIONS FOR 2011 OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS CONDITIONS 

 

TAC 

2011 Optimized Flights 
Maximum 8-hour Concentration 

(mg/m3) 

Cal/OSHA PEL-
TWA 

(mg/m3)1 RATIO2

Major Contributors 
Diesel Particulate Matter 0.002 5 0.0004 
Acrolein 0.00003 0.25 0.0001 
Formaldehyde 0.0007 0.94 0.0008 
1,3-Butadiene 0.00008 2.20 0.00004 
Benzene 0.0004 3.25 0.0001 
Chromium VI 0.0000008 0.01 0.00008 
Acetaldehyde 0.00009 45 0.000002 
Lead 0.00002 0.05 0.0004 
Manganese 0.0001 0.20 0.0007 
Minor Contributors 
Cobalt 0.000004 0.02 0.0002 
Naphthalene 0.00002 50 0.0000003 
Toluene 0.0006 188 0.0000003 
Xylene, total 0.0006 435 0.000001 
Titanium 0.0009 NA NA 
Iron 0.01 1 0.01 
Ethylbenzene 0.001 435 0.0000003 
Nickel 0.000004 1 0.000004 
Styrene 0.00003 215 0.0000001 
Phenol 0.00002 19 0.000001 
PAHs3 0.000000007 0.20 0.00000004 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0.000000005 NA NA 
Barium 0.0003 0.50 0.0006 
Copper 0.00005 1 0.00005 
Zinc 0.0002 5 0.00004 
Strontium 0.00006 NA NA 
Tin 0.00002 0.10 0.0002 
Zirconium 0.00002 5 0.000004 
Sulfur 0.0006 NA NA 
Scandium 0.0000002 NA NA 
Calcium 0.006 NA NA 
Notes: 
1 PEL-TWA for benzene and formaldehyde have been converted from PEL concentrations in ppmv. The PEL 

listed for zinc is for zinc oxide fume. The PEL listed for PAHs is for coal tar pitch volatiles. The PEL listed for 
diesel particulate matter is the PEL for particulates not otherwise regulated - respirable fraction.

2 The concentrations for Project in this table are presented in mg/m3 to correspond with the common units for 
PEL-TWAs although in the rest of this analysis project concentrations are shown in mg/m3. PEL-TWAs are 
presented as mg/m3 because these are the common units for these standards. 

3 PAHs include benzo (a) pyrene, indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene, benzo (b) fluoranthene, benzo (k) fluoranthene, 
benzo (a) anthracene, and chrysene. 

 
Source: CDM 2005. 
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Threshold 6: The project would cause a significant impact if it would conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

An EIR must discuss the consistency between the Proposed Project and applicable General 
Plans and regional plans. As discussed above, plans that apply to the Proposed Project include 
the City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010, the City of Long Beach General Plan Air Quality 
Element, SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan, the Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management Plan, and the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan.  

Table 3.2-21, Consistency of the Proposed Project with Air Quality Related Goals and Policies, 
addresses the consistency of the Proposed Project with the relevant goals and policies. As 
identified in Table 3.2-21 the Proposed Project would be considered generally consistent with 
the relevant goals and policies related to air quality. However, the Optimized Flights scenarios 
have other limited inconsistencies. 

TABLE 3.2-21 
CONSISTENCY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH AIR QUALITY 

RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 
 

GOALS AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
South Coast Air Quality Management Plan 

• Criterion 1: Increase in the Frequency or 
Severity of Violations 

 

Based on the air quality modeling analysis contained in 
the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport, there would be 
significant short-term construction and long-term 
operational impacts due to the project based on the 
SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Specifically, 
construction of the Proposed Project would result in 
short-term significant, unavoidable NOX emissions. 
Likewise, operations under the Optimized Flights 
scenario would contribute to the exceedance of PM10 
concentration standards. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures presented in Section 3.2.3 would 
reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered 
less than significant. Consequently, the Optimized 
Flights scenario would be consistent with the AQMP for 
the first criterion.  

• Criterion 2: Exceed assumptions in the 
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on 
the year of project buildout and phase. 

 

As discussed above, construction of the Proposed 
Project would exceed SCAQMD’s significance 
threshold for NOX emissions and operations under the 
Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s 
threshold for PM10 emissions. It is not possible to 
accurately predict whether these activities would 
exceed assumptions of the AQMP in 2010 or future 
years because compliance with the assumptions is 
dependant on so many factors external to the 
Proposed Project (e.g., the basin’s progress in 
reducing emissions from other sources at the local and 
regional levels, weather conditions). However, because 
construction of the Proposed Project and operations 
under the Optimized Flights scenario would result in 
exceedances of SCAQMD thresholds, it could be 
concluded that the Proposed Project would not be 
consistent with the second criterion (identified as 
Impact 3.2-2).  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 
TABLE 3.2-21 (Continued) 

CONSISTENCY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH AIR QUALITY 
RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 

 

 
E:\3.2 AQ-HHRA-110305.doc 3.2-44 Air Quality and Human Health 

Risk Assessment 

GOALS AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 
Long Beach Airport will accommodate 3.8 million 
annual passengers (MAP) and 137,000 tons of air 
cargo by 2030. 

The Proposed Project would involve improvements to 
the existing Airport terminal as well as construction of a 
new parking structure to better serve existing demand 
at the Airport. Consequently, the Proposed Project 
would neither limit nor allow increased operations at 
the Airport. Therefore, it would not conflict with the 
goals included in SCAG’s Regional Transportation 
Plan. 

Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program 
Local jurisdictions have the lead authority for 
determining the level of mitigation required and for 
ensuring that mitigation measures are reasonably 
related to the impact. Within that context, the EIR 
process provides local jurisdictions with the 
opportunity to incorporate traffic mitigation 
measures that are multi-modal, and that 
encourage the use of alternative transportation 
modes.  

As stated above, the Proposed Project would include 
improvements to eliminate potential bottlenecks on 
Lakewood Boulevard, a major arterial and regional 
corridor. The proposed improvements would not result 
in any impacts to existing transit service at the Airport. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management 
Program. 

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 
A Healthy Environment and Sustainable City 
 
Goal 4: Improve Air Quality 
 

• Coordinate with other jurisdictions in the air 
basin to establish air quality plans and 
implementation programs, particularly with 
regards to interstate and international 
commerce (aircraft, ships, trains and diesel 
trucks). 

 
 
The improvements being proposed for the Long Beach 
Airport are consistent with the 2004 Regional 
Transportation Plan, which was developed in 
coordination with jurisdictions throughout the SoCAB. 
The Regional Transportation Plan is one of the 
elements that form the basis of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management Plan. The Proposed Project is, 
therefore, consistent with the goals of the City’s 
Strategic Plan 2010. 

City of Long Beach General Plan Air Quality Element 
• Action 2.1.2.3–Promote the creation of, and 

develop incentives for, sector committees 
consisting of local establishments providing 
consumer services and goods to offer and 
distribute those services and goods in a 
manner that will reduce overall automobile 
travel. 

 

The Proposed Project would increase concession 
space at the Airport, thereby reducing the need for 
Airport patrons and workers to travel off site for food 
and convenience items. 
 

• Action 2.1.3.1–Apply system management 
techniques specified in the City's 
Transportation Element, such as traffic 
signal synchronization or computerization, 
parking prohibitions, left-hand turn pockets, 
and recessed bus ways where appropriate 
to optimize existing capacity on regional 
corridors, and major and minor arterials. 

All the streets in the airport area have their traffic 
signals synchronized. Any new traffic work done as 
part of the Proposed Project would be tied into this 
system by the City’s traffic crews. 
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GOALS AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
• Action 2.1.3.6–Invest in capital 

improvements intended to eliminate traffic 
bottlenecks, such as grade separations, 
street widening, intersection improvements, 
and new or realigned roadways. 

 

The Proposed Project would include the extension of 
the south side of the Donald Douglas Drive loop to exit 
onto Lakewood Boulevard, with southbound Lakewood 
Boulevard access only (right turn only). These 
improvements would eliminate potential bottlenecks on 
Lakewood Boulevard, a major arterial and regional 
corridor. 
 

• Action 2.4.1.3–Ensure that all new 
development is designed and constructed to 
facilitate and encourage travel by carpool, 
vanpool, transit, bicycle, and foot. 

 

Long Beach Airport is currently served by one Long 
Beach Transit route, which provides easy connection 
and transfers to major locations in the Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties. During weekdays this route starts 
operation at about 5 AM in the morning and runs until 
12:30 AM, with headways of about 30 minutes until 
6:30 PM and a 60-minute headway thereafter. During 
weekends and holidays the route operates from about 
5:40 AM to 12:30 AM, with headways of about 60 
minutes. The Proposed Project would not result in any 
impacts to this service.  
 

• Action 2.4.1.10–Ensure that pedestrian 
walkways are safe, convenient, and 
aesthetically appealing, especially at major 
activity centers. 

The Proposed Project would implement improvements 
to the Airport’s internal pedestrian walkways, to 
enhance safety and convenience as well as increase 
aesthetic appeal. 
 

• Action 5.2.2–Improve the jobs/housing 
balance at the Southeast Los Angeles 
County Sub-regional level in relation to 
major activity centers as new development 
occurs. 

 

The Proposed Project would not result in any impacts 
to jobs/housing balance in the Southeast Los Angeles 
County subregion. However, the additional flights that 
could occur under the Optimized Flights scenario 
(independent of the Proposed Project) could produce 
result in new job opportunities at the Airport. 
 

• Action 6.1.8–Once sources of particulate 
pollution have been identified, the City shall 
pursue potential mitigation measures 
through private/public collaborations, or 
through other available means. 

 

The mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 
includes several mitigation measures that would 
reduce particulate pollution in the Airport vicinity. 
 

• Action 7.1.5–Encourage the installation of 
conservation devices and low energy 
using/water consuming appliances in new 
and existing development. 

 

City of Lakewood General Plan Air Quality Element 
• Policy 3.1-Achieve a pattern of land uses 

that facilitates a reduction in mobile 
emissions through the availability of 
alternative transportation modes. 

 
• Policy 4.1-Reduce particulate emissions 

through regulations and enforceable 
measures to the extent possible. Sources of 
particulate emissions include unpaved 
roads, accumulated debris on paved roads, 
and dirt lots. 

As previously stated, the Proposed Project would not 
result in any impacts to existing transit service at the 
Airport. Therefore, it would support alternative 
transportation modes. 
 
Implementation of the mitigation measures included in 
Section 3.2.3 would reduce particulate emissions to 
the maximum extent feasible. 
 
The Proposed Project would be consistent with the 
policies of the Lakewood General Plan Air Quality 
Element. 
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GOALS AND POLICIES CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
City of Signal Hill General Plan Environmental Element 

• Encourage new development to incorporate 
commercial and industrial uses near 
residential communities to reduce trips and 
trip lengths. 

 
• Encourage several parking strategies, 

carpool and bus alternatives, the promotion 
of bicycle rack installation, and tree and 
shrub planting. 

 
Policy 5.1-Cooperate and participate in regional air 
quality management plans, programs and 
enforcement measures. 

The Proposed Project would occur entirely within the 
City of Long Beach and would not, therefore, impact 
land uses in Signal Hill. 
 
The Proposed Project would be consistent with the air 
quality-related policies of the Signal Hill General Plan. 

 
Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction of Alternative A would result in the same impacts as construction of the Proposed 
Project. These impacts are summarized below.  

On a peak construction day, the Alternative A would exceed the thresholds of significance for 
NOX and VOC. These would be considered significant short-term impacts of Alternative A. 
Construction emissions for the other criteria pollutants (CO, PM10, and PM2.5) would be less than 
significant. 

Alternative A would be consistent with all applicable local and regional plans, programs and 
policies except the South Coast AQMP. As discussed above, implementation of Alternative A 
would result in emissions of NOX that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 

During construction of Alternative A, sensitive receptors could be exposed to significant NOX 
emissions. Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is a portion of NOX emissions. NO2 can irritate the nose 
throat, and lungs, especially in people with asthma. It also lowers resistance to respiratory 
infection. VOCs contribute to the formation of smog and/or may be toxic. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level 
considered less than significant. Therefore, construction of Alternative A could result in short-
term significant impacts to sensitive receptors near the Airport.  

As discussed in Section 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, asbestos containing materials 
and lead-based paint could be induced into the environment during construction. Airport workers 
could, therefore, be exposed to asbestos and lead-based paint emissions during construction of 
the Alternative A. Implementation of the mitigation program presented in Section 3.4 would 
reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant.  

During construction of the Alternative A, airport workers could also be exposed to NOX 
emissions generated by construction equipment. As previously discussed, NO2 is a portion of 
NOX emissions. NO2 can irritate the nose throat, and lungs, especially in people with asthma. It 
also lowers resistance to respiratory infection.  
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These short-term exposures would not be expected to directly result in increased cancer risk 
because exposure to carcinogens is cumulative throughout a person’s life. No impact would 
occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative A would not result in any additional flights or 
passenger levels or change operational procedures. Therefore, implementation of Alternative A 
would not result in any air quality impacts beyond those related to construction activities. No 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Impacts Related to Optimized Flights 

Operations under the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario would result in the same impacts 
as operations under the Proposed Project Optimized Flights scenario. These impacts are 
summarized below.  

As with the Proposed Project, incremental air quality emissions under the Alternative A 
Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration threshold due to 
associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, thereby contributing substantially to an existing air 
quality violation and exposing sensitive receptors to significant PM10 concentrations. The 
mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level 
considered less than significant. 

Operations under the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario would also exceed SCAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for CO, VOC and NOX. The mitigation program presented in 
Section 3.2.3 would reduce CO and VOC impacts to a level considered less than significant; 
however, NOX emissions would remain significant. 

Operations under the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario would be consistent with all 
applicable local and regional plans, programs and policies except the South Coast AQMP. As 
with the Proposed Project, implementation of the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario would 
result in emissions of PM10 that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 

Under the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario, all estimated incremental cancer inhalation 
risks for residents, school children, and off-Airport workers would be less than the cancer risk 
significance threshold of 10 in one million under the Alternative A Optimized Flights scenario. 
Similarly, risks associated with exposure to TACs by pathways other than inhalation would not 
contribute significantly to total risk. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Estimated 8-hour maximum concentrations for the 2011 Alternative A Optimized Flights 
scenario would be less than associated PEL-TWAs by two orders of magnitude or more. In 
addition, most, or all, on-Airport workers would either move around the Airport or be located in 
an area removed from the point of highest exposure. Even at locations where airport workers 
might be exposed to the highest concentrations, no exceedances of workplace standards would 
be expected. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 
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Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction of Alternative B would result in the same impacts as construction of the Proposed 
Project. These impacts are summarized below.  

On a peak construction day, the Alternative B would exceed the thresholds of significance for 
NOX and VOC. These would be considered significant short-term impacts of Alternative B. 
Construction emissions for the other criteria pollutants (CO, PM10, and PM2.5) would be less than 
significant. 

Alternative B would be consistent with all applicable local and regional plans, programs and 
policies except the South Coast AQMP. As discussed above, implementation of Alternative B 
would result in emissions of NOX that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 

During construction of Alternative B, sensitive receptors could be exposed to significant NOX 
emissions. NO2 is a portion of NOX emissions. NO2 can irritate the nose throat, and lungs, 
especially in people with asthma. It also lowers resistance to respiratory infection. VOCs 
contribute to the formation of smog and/or may be toxic. Implementation of the mitigation 
measures presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered 
less than significant. Therefore, construction of Alternative B could result in short-term 
significant impacts to sensitive receptors near the Airport.  

As discussed in Section 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, asbestos containing materials 
and lead-based paint could be induced into the environment during construction. Airport workers 
could, therefore, be exposed to asbestos and lead-based paint emissions during construction of 
the Alternative B. Implementation of the mitigation program presented in Section 3.4 would 
reduce these impacts to a level considered less than significant.  

During construction of the Alternative B, airport workers could also be exposed to NOX 
emissions generated by construction equipment. As previously discussed, NO2 is a portion of 
NOX emissions. NO2 can irritate the nose throat, and lungs, especially in people with asthma. It 
also lowers resistance to respiratory infection.  

These short-term exposures would not be expected to directly result in increased cancer risk 
because exposure to carcinogens is cumulative throughout a person’s life. No impact would 
occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not result in any additional flights or 
passenger levels or change operational procedures. Therefore, implementation of Alternative A 
would not result in any air quality impacts beyond those related to construction activities. No 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Impacts Related to Optimized Flights 

Operations under the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario would result in the same impacts 
as operations under the Proposed Project Optimized Flights scenario. These impacts are 
summarized below.  
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As with the Proposed Project, incremental air quality emissions under the Alternative B 
Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration threshold due to 
associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, thereby contributing substantially to an existing air 
quality violation and exposing sensitive receptors to significant PM10 concentrations. The 
mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level 
considered less than significant. 

Operations under the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario would also exceed SCAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for CO, VOC and NOX. The mitigation program presented in 
Section 3.2.3 would reduce CO and VOC impacts to a level considered less than significant; 
however, NOX emissions would remain significant. 

Operations under the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario would be consistent with all 
applicable local and regional plans, programs and policies except the South Coast AQMP. As 
with the Proposed Project, implementation of the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario would 
result in emissions of PM10 that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. 

Under the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario, all estimated incremental cancer inhalation 
risks for residents, school children, and off-Airport workers would be less than the cancer risk 
significance threshold of 10 in one million under the Alternative B Optimized Flights scenario. 
Similarly, risks associated with exposure to TACs by pathways other than inhalation would not 
contribute significantly to total risk. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Estimated 8-hour maximum concentrations for the 2011 Alternative B Optimized Flights 
scenario would be less than associated PEL-TWAs by two orders of magnitude or more. In 
addition, most, or all, on-Airport workers would either move around the Airport or be located in 
an area removed from the point of highest exposure. Even at locations where airport workers 
might be exposed to the highest concentrations, no exceedances of workplace standards would 
be expected. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction-related impacts in that it does not propose any 
construction activities. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

None of the terminal area improvements associated with the Proposed Project would be 
implemented under Alternative C. However, due to increasing regional air travel demand, flight 
levels at the Airport would be expected to rise within the limitations of the Noise Ordinance. As 
previously discussed, without the Proposed Project’s parking structure and roadway 
improvements, PM10 levels in the vicinity of the Airport would be higher due to more trips and 
increased vehicle idling. Therefore, air quality emissions under Alternative C would exceed 
SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration more significantly than the Proposed Project. The PM10 
exceedance would contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, and expose 
sensitive receptors to significant PM10 concentrations. Implementation of the mitigation program 
presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than 
significant. 
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Additional Impacts Related to Optimized Flights 

Operations under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario would be essentially the same as 
operational impacts under the Proposed Project with Optimized Flights scenario. These impacts 
are summarized below.  

As with the Proposed Project with Optimized Flights, incremental air quality emissions under the 
No Project Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration threshold 
due to associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, thereby contributing substantially to an 
existing air quality violation and exposing sensitive receptors to significant PM10 concentrations. 
The mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a 
level considered less than significant. 

Operations under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario would also exceed SCAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for CO, VOC and NOX. The mitigation program presented in 
Section 3.2.3 would reduce CO and VOC impacts to a level considered less than significant; 
however, NOX emissions would remain significant. 

The maximum 1-hour concentration of acrolein under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario 
would exceed established RELs, thereby resulting in significant acute health impacts.  

Operations under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario would not be consistent with the 
South Coast AQMP or the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program. As with the 
Proposed Project with Optimized Flights, implementation of the No Project Optimized Flights 
scenario would result in emissions of PM10 that exceed SCAQMD thresholds. In addition, as 
discussed in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation, implementation of the No Project Optimized 
Flights scenario would result in impacts to roadways and intersections in the vicinity of the 
Airport. 

Under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario, all estimated incremental cancer inhalation 
risks for residents, school children, and off-Airport workers would be less than the cancer risk 
significance threshold of 10 in one million under the No Project Optimized Flights scenario. 
Similarly, risks associated with exposure to TACs by pathways other than inhalation would not 
contribute significantly to total risk. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Estimated 8-hour maximum concentrations for the 2011 No Project Optimized Flights scenario 
would be less than associated PEL-TWAs by two orders of magnitude or more. In addition, 
most, or all, on-Airport workers would either move around the Airport or be located in an area 
removed from the point of highest exposure. Even at locations where airport workers might be 
exposed to the highest concentrations, no exceedances of workplace standards would be 
expected. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

3.2.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.2-1 As part of project design, the City of Long Beach shall ensure the terminal area 
improvements are designed and constructed to meets LEED specifications. 
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Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.2-1 During construction of the Proposed Project, the City and its contractors will be 
required to comply with regional rules, which would assist in reducing short-term 
air pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air pollutant emissions 
should not create a nuisance off-site. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive 
dust be controlled with the best available control measures so the presence of 
such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of 
the emission source. Two options are presented in Rule 403; monitoring of 
particulate concentrations or active control. Monitoring involves a sampling 
network around the project with no additional control measures unless specified 
concentrations are exceeded. The active control option does not require any 
monitoring, but requires that a list of measures be implemented starting with the 
first day of construction. 

Rule 403 requires that “A person conducting active operations within the 
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the 
applicable best available control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions 
from each fugitive dust source type which is part of the active operation.” 
Rule 403 also requires that the construction activities “shall not cause or allow 
PM10 levels to exceed 50 micrograms per cubic meter when determined by 
simultaneous sampling, as the difference between upwind and down wind 
sample.” A project is exempt from the monitoring requirement “if the dust control 
actions, as specified in Table 2 are implemented on a routine basis for each 
applicable fugitive dust source type.” Table 2 from Rule 403 is presented below 
as Table 3.2-21. Under high wind conditions (i.e., when wind gusts exceed 
25 miles per hour) additional control measures are required, and “the required 
control measures for high wind conditions are implemented for each applicable 
fugitive dust source type, as specified in Table 1.” Table 1 from Rule 403 is 
presented below as Table 3.2-22. Monitoring of particulate concentrations does 
not reduce fugitive dust emissions; therefore, to minimize fugitive dust emissions 
the construction activities will utilize the measures presented in Table 3.2-22 and 
Table 3.2-21 (Tables 1 and 2 in Rule 403) rather than the monitoring option of 
SCAQMD Rule 403.  

Further, Rule 403 requires that the project shall “prevent or remove within one 
hour the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of their 
operations.” Alternatively, the project can “take at least one of the actions listed in 
Table 3.” Table 3 from Rule 403 is presented below as Table 3.2-23. In addition, 
the project would be required to “prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public 
paved roadways as a result of their operations and remove such material at 
anytime track-out extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet on to 
any paved public road during active operations; and remove all visible roadway 
dust tracked-out upon public paved roadways as a result of active operations at 
the conclusion of each work day when active operations cease. 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.2 AQ-HHRA-110305.doc 3.2-52 Air Quality and Human Health 

Risk Assessment 

TABLE 3.2-22 
FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL ACTIONS FOR EXEMPTION TO MONITORING 

(RULE 403 TABLE 2) 
 

Source Category Control Actions 
Earth-moving (except 
construction cutting and 
filling areas, and mining 
operations) 

(1a) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12 percent, as determined by 
ASTM method D-2216, or other equivalent method approved by the Executive 
Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the USEPA. Two soil moisture 
evaluations must be conducted during the first three hours of active operations 
during a calendar day, and two such evaluations each subsequent four-hour 
period of active operations; OR 

(1a-1) For any earth-moving which is more than 100 feet from all property lines, conduct 
watering as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet 
in length in any direction. 

Earth-moving: 
Construction fill areas 

(1b) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12 percent, as determined by 
ASTM method D-2216, or other equivalent method approved by the Executive 
Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the USEPA. For areas which 
have an optimum moisture content for compaction of less than 12 percent, as 
determined by ASTM Method 1557 or other equivalent method approved by the 
Executive Officer and the California Air Resources Board and the USEPA, 
complete the compaction process as expeditiously as possible after achieving at 
least 70 percent of the optimum soil moisture content. Two soil moisture 
evaluations must be conducted during the first three hours of active operations 
during a calendar day, and two such evaluations during each subsequent four-
hour period of active operations. 

Earth-moving: 
Construction cut areas 
and mining operations 

(1c) Conduct watering as necessary to prevent visible emissions from extending more 
than 100 feet beyond the active cut or mining area unless the area is inaccessible 
to watering vehicles due to slope conditions or other safety factors. 

Disturbed surface areas 
(except completed grading 
areas) 

(2a/b) Apply dust suppression in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface. Any areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by wind 
driven fugitive dust must have an application of water at least twice per day to at 
least 80 percent of the unstabilized area. 

Disturbed surface areas: 
Completed grading areas 

(2c) Apply chemical stabilizers within five working days of grading completion; OR 
(2d) Take actions (3a) or (3c) specified for inactive disturbed surface areas 

Inactive disturbed surface 
areas 

(3a) Apply water to at least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface areas on a daily 
basis when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust, excluding any areas 
which are inaccessible to watering vehicles due to excessive slope or other safety 
conditions; OR 

(3b) Apply dust suppressants in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface; OR 

(3c) Establish a vegetative ground cover within 21 days after active operations have 
ceased. Ground cover must be of sufficient density to expose less than 30 
percent of unstabilized ground within 90 days of planting, and at all times 
thereafter; OR 

(3d) Utilize any combination of control actions (3a), (3b), and (3c) such that, in total, 
these actions apply to all inactive disturbed surface areas. 

Unpaved Roads (4a) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at least once per every two hours of 
active operations; OR 

(4b) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic once daily and restrict vehicle 
speeds to 15 miles per hour; OR•(4c) Apply a chemical stabilizer to all unpaved 
road surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. 

Open storage piles (5a) Apply chemical stabilizers; OR 
(5b) Apply water to at least 80 percent of the surface area of all open storage piles on 

a daily basis when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust; OR 
(5c) Install temporary coverings; OR 
(5d) Install a three-sided enclosure with walls with no more than 50 percent porosity 

which extends, at a minimum, to the top of the pile. 
All Categories (6a) Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the USEPA as 

equivalent to the methods specified in Table 2 may be used. 
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TABLE 3.2-23 
REQUIRED BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES 

(SCAQMD RULE 403, TABLE 1) 
 

Control Measure Guidance 
Backfilling 
01-1 Stabilize backfill material when not actively 

handling; and  
01-2 Stabilize backfill material during handling; and 
01-3 Stabilize soil at completion of activity.  

• Mix backfill soil with water prior to moving  
• Dedicate water truck or high capacity hose to 

backfilling equipment  
• Empty loader bucket slowly so that no dust plumes 

are generated 
• Minimize drop height from loader bucket  

Clearing and Grubbing 
02-1 Maintain stability of soil through pre-watering of site 

prior to clearing and grubbing; and  
02-2 Stabilize soil during clearing and grubbing 

activities; and 
02-3 Stabilize soil immediately after clearing and 

grubbing activities.  

• Maintain live perennial vegetation where possible  
• Apply water in sufficient quantity to prevent 

generation of dust plumes  

Clearing Forms 
03-1 Use water spray to clear forms; or  
03-2 Use sweeping and water spray to clear forms; or  
03-3 Use vacuum system to clear forms.  

• Use of high pressure air to clear forms may cause 
exceedance of Rule requirements  

Crushing 
04-1 Stabilize surface soils prior to operation of support 

equipment; and  
04-2 Stabilize material after crushing.  

• Follow permit conditions for crushing equipment 
• Pre-water material prior to loading into crusher  
• Monitor crusher emissions opacity 
• Apply water to crushed material to prevent dust 

plumes  
Cut and Fill  
05-1 Pre-water soils prior to cut and fill activities; and  
05-2 Stabilize soil during and after cut and fill activities.  

• For large sites, pre-water with sprinklers or water 
trucks and allow time for penetration  

• Use water trucks/pulls to water soils to depth of cut 
prior to subsequent cuts  

Demolition – Mechanical/Manual  
06-1 Stabilize wind erodible surfaces to reduce dust; 

and  
06-2 Stabilize surface soil where support equipment and 

vehicles will operate; and  
06-3 Stabilize loose soil and demolition debris; and  
06-4 Comply with AQMD Rule 1403.  

• Apply water in sufficient quantities to prevent the 
generation of visible dust plumes  

Disturbed Soil  
07-1 Stabilize disturbed soil throughout the construction 

site; and  
07-02 Stabilize disturbed soil between structures  

• Limit vehicular traffic and disturbances on soils 
where possible 

• If interior block walls are planned, install as early 
as possible 

• Apply water or a stabilizing agent in sufficient 
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes  
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Control Measure Guidance 
Earth-Moving Activities 
08-1 Pre-apply water to depth of proposed cuts; and 
08-2 Re-apply water as necessary to maintain soils in a 

damp condition and to ensure that visible 
emissions do not exceed 100 feet in any direction; 
and  

08-3 Stabilize soils once earth-moving activities are 
complete.  

• Grade each project phase separately, timed to 
coincide with construction phase 

• Upwind fencing can prevent material movement on 
site  

• Apply water or a stabilizing agent in sufficient 
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes  

Importing/Exporting of Bulk Materials 
09-1 Stabilize material while loading to reduce fugitive 

dust emissions; and  
09-2 Maintain at least six inches of freeboard on haul 

vehicles; and  
09-3 Stabilize material while transporting to reduce 

fugitive dust emissions; and  
09-4 Stabilize material while unloading to reduce fugitive 

dust emissions; and 
09-5 Comply with Vehicle Code Section 23114.  

• Use tarps or other suitable enclosures on haul 
trucks  

• Check belly-dump truck seals regularly and 
remove any trapped rocks to prevent spillage 

• Comply with track-out prevention/mitigation 
requirements  

• Provide water while loading and unloading to 
reduce visible dust plumes  

Landscaping 
10-1 Stabilize soils, materials, slopes  • Apply water to materials to stabilize, maintain 

materials in a crusted condition  
• Maintain effective cover over materials  
• Stabilize sloping surfaces using soil binders until 

vegetation or ground cover can effectively stabilize 
the slopes  

• Hydroseed prior to rain season  
Road Shoulder Maintenance  
11-1 Apply water to unpaved shoulders prior to clearing; 

and  
11-2 Apply chemical dust suppressants and/or washed 

gravel to maintain a stabilized surface after 
completing road shoulder maintenance.  

• Installation of curbing and/or paving of road 
shoulders can reduce recurring maintenance costs

• Use of chemical dust suppressants can inhibit 
vegetation growth and reduce future road shoulder 
maintenance costs  

Screening  
12-1 Pre-water material prior to screening; and  
12-2 Limit fugitive dust emissions to opacity and plume 

length standards; and  
12-3 Stabilize material immediately after screening.  

• Dedicate water truck or high capacity hose to 
screening operation 

• Drop material through the screen slowly and 
minimize drop height 

• Install wind barrier with a porosity of no more than 
50% upwind of screen to the height of the drop 
point  

Staging Areas  
13-1 Stabilize staging areas during use; and  
13-2 Stabilize staging area soils at project completion.  

• Limit size of staging area 
• Limit vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour 
• Limit number and size of staging area 

entrances/exists  
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Control Measure Guidance 
Stockpiles/Bulk Material Handling 
14-1  Stabilize stockpiled materials.  
14-2 Stockpiles within 100 yards of off-site occupied 

buildings must not be greater than eight feet in 
height; or must have a road bladed to the top to 
allow water truck access or must have an 
operational water irrigation system that is capable 
of complete stockpile coverage.  

• Add or remove material from the downwind portion 
of the storage pile 

• Maintain storage piles to avoid steep sides or 
faces  

Traffic Areas for Construction Activities 
15-1 Stabilize all off-road traffic and parking areas; and  
15-2 Stabilize all haul routes; and  
15-3 Direct construction traffic over established haul 

routes.  

• Apply gravel/paving to all haul routes as soon as 
possible to all future roadway areas  

• Barriers can be used to ensure vehicles are only 
used on established parking areas/haul routes  

Trenching 
16-1 Stabilize surface soils where trencher or excavator 

and support equipment will operate; and  
16.2 Stabilize soils at the completion of trenching 

activities.  

• Pre-watering of soils prior to trenching is an 
effective preventive measure.  

• For deep trenching activities, pre-trench to 18 
inches, soak soils via the pre-trench and resume 
trenching 

• Washing mud and soils from equipment at the 
conclusion of trenching activities to prevent 
crusting and drying of soil on equipment  

Truck Loading 
17-1 Pre-water material prior to loading; and  
17.2 Ensure that freeboard exceeds six inches (CVC 

23114)  

• Empty loader bucket such that no visible dust 
plumes are created  

• Ensure that the loader bucket is close to the truck 
to minimize drop height while loading  

Turf Overseeding 
18-1 Apply sufficient water immediately prior to 

conducting turf vacuuming activities to meet 
opacity and plume length standards; and  

18-2 Cover haul vehicles prior to exiting the site.  

• Haul waste material immediately off-site  

Unpaved Roads/Parking Lots 
19-1 Stabilize soils to meet the applicable performance 

standards; and  
19-2 Limit vehicular travel to established unpaved roads 

(haul routes) and unpaved parking lots.  

• Restricting vehicular access to established 
unpaved travel paths and parking lots can reduce 
stabilization requirements  

Vacant Land 
20-1 In instances where vacant lots are 0.10 acre or 

larger and have a cumulative area of 500 square 
feet or more that are driven over and/or used by 
motor vehicles and/or off-road vehicles, prevent 
motor vehicle and/or off-road vehicle trespassing, 
parking and/or access by installing barriers, curbs, 
fences, gates, posts, signs, shrubs, trees or other 
effective control measures.  
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TABLE 3.2-24 
TRACK OUT CONTROL OPTIONS 

 
(1) Pave or apply chemical stabilization at sufficient concentration and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface 

starting from the point of intersection with the public paved surface, and extending for a centerline distance of 
at least 100 feet and a width of at least 20 feet. 

(2) Pave from the point of intersection with the public paved road surface, and extending for a centerline distance 
of at least 25 feet and a width of at least 20 feet, and install a track-out control device immediately adjacent to 
the paved surface such that exiting vehicles do not travel on any unpaved road surface after passing through 
the track-out control device. 

(3) Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the USEPA as equivalent to the methods 
specified in Table 3 may be used. 

 
SC 3.2-2 In support of PDF 3.2-1, requiring the design and construction of the terminal 

improvements to meet LEED standards, building materials, architectural coatings 
and cleaning solvents shall comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and 
regulations. 

SC 3.2-3 In support of PDF 3.2-1, requiring the design and construction of the terminal 
improvements to meet LEED standards, all new and substantially modified 
buildings shall meet California Title 24 Energy Efficiency standards for water 
heating, space heating and cooling, to the extent feasible. 

SC 3.2-4 All new and modified point source facilities (e.g., utility equipment, fuel storage 
and dispensing) shall obtain all required permits from the SCAQMD. To obtain 
these permits, the facilities will need to include Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) that reduces emissions of criteria pollutants. 

SC 3.2-5 In support of PDF 3.2-1 and to conserve energy, require that all exterior lighting 
use color-corrected low sodium lighting. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce construction-related impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project and project alternatives: 

MM 3.2-1 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to ensure that all equipment is properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

MM 3.2-2 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize 
exhaust emissions. During construction, engines on trucks and vehicles in 
loading and unloading queues will be turned off when not in use, to reduce 
vehicle emissions. Construction activities should be phased and scheduled to 
avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. 

MM 3.2-3 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors sweep streets as needed during construction, but not more frequently 
than hourly, if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads. 
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MM 3.2-4 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to visually inspect construction equipment prior to leaving the site; 
loose dirt shall be washed off with wheel washers as necessary. 

MM 3.2-5 During construction, the City shall coordinate with the contractor to maximize the 
ability to power construction activity utilizing electricity from power poles rather 
than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators, to the extent possible. 

MM 3.2-6 The contract specifications shall require that all on-site mobile equipment used 
during construction shall be powered by alternative fuel sources (i.e., methanol, 
natural gas, propane, or butane) where feasible.  

MM 3.2-7 During construction, the City shall provide a location and require the contractor to 
store all construction equipment used in the project construction within the 
project site (away from adjacent residential areas) to reduce the impact on the 
roadway system and the resultant air emissions. 

On-site construction equipment staging areas and construction worker parking 
lots shall be located on either paved surfaces or unpaved surfaces that are 
periodically treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers. 

MM 3.2-8 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce the contractor 
to schedule all deliveries related to construction activities that affect traffic flow 
during off-peak hours (e.g., 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.) and deliveries shall be 
coordinated to achieve consolidated truck trips. When traffic flow is impacted by 
the movement of construction materials and/or equipment, temporary traffic 
controls shall be provided to improve traffic flow (e.g., flag person). 

MM 3.2-9 The contract specifications shall require all on-site heavy-duty construction 
equipment shall be equipped with diesel particulate traps to the extent that this 
equipment is available at the time the contracts are awarded. 

MM 3.2-10 The construction specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that 
emulsified diesel fuel be used in diesel-fueled construction equipment that is not 
equipped with diesel particulate traps to reduce NOX emissions. 

The use of emulsified diesel fuel in construction equipment is assumed to reduce construction 
equipment NOX emissions by 15 to 20 percent (CARB 2004). Applying the lower end of that 
range to the peak daily NOX emissions from construction equipment would reduce NOX 
emissions by approximately 70 lbs/day to a peak day NOX emission inventory for construction of 
424 lbs/day. This level would still be above the significance threshold. VOC emissions would 
also remain significant and unavoidable.  

The Proposed Project is a construction activity and, as such, would not result in operational 
impacts. The following mitigation options are proposed to reduce operational emission impacts 
associated with the Optimized Flights scenario and project alternatives: 

MM 3.2-11 During project design, the architect shall provide that all fixtures used for lighting 
exterior common areas are regulated by automatic devices to turn off lights when 
they are not needed. 
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MM 3.2-12 As part of the air carrier ramp design, the City of Long Beach shall incorporate 
electric charging stations infrastructure to support operation of electric GSE and 
other on-airport vehicles. 

MM 3.2-13 As part of the air carrier ramp design, preconditioned air and 400 Hz power from 
electric units (or electric power grid) will incorporate provisions at the commercial 
passenger aircraft parking positions to allow aircraft pilots the ability to plug in at 
the gate and turn off the APU.  

MM 3.2-14 The City shall require the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel for diesel-fueled 
equipment that are not readily convertible to electrical power on all future lease 
and operational agreements for air carriers. 

MM 3.2-15 Through its lease language with them, the City of Long Beach shall require the 
airlines to comply with the South Coast GSE MOU signed by the airlines and 
CARB in December 2002, or replacement agreements and/or regulations. 
Through the implementation of MM 3.2-12 and MM 3.2-13 the Airport will design 
the infrastructure necessary to assist airlines in complying with the GSE MOU. 
The GSE MOU includes provisions for retrofitting diesel GSE with particulate 
traps where feasible. Therefore, compliance with the GSE MOU would reduce 
PM10 and PM2.5 impacts as well as NOX and VOC emissions. 

The mitigated criteria pollutant emission inventories associated with installing preconditioned air, 
400 Hz power, and electric battery chargers would reduce APU CO emissions by 61 and APU 
NOX emissions by 57 percent in 2011 and 2020. GSE CO emissions would be reduced by 
97 percent in 2011; and GSE NOX emissions would be reduced by 55 percent in 2011 and 
40 percent in 2020. 

Comparing the mitigated Project criteria pollutant incremental inventories to the operational 
emission thresholds indicates that the mitigated inventories of all pollutants except NOX will be 
below the significance thresholds in 2011 and 2020. 

3.2.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the measures included in the mitigation program would reduce air quality 
impacts to the greatest extent feasible, but not to a level considered less than significant. Even 
with the proposed mitigation measures, construction of the Proposed Project, as well as 
Alternatives A and B, would result in significant, temporary, unavoidable NOX and VOC impacts.  

Operations under the Optimized Flights scenario would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 concentration 
threshold and exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for CO, VOC, and NOX. The 
mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 would reduce CO and VOC impacts to a level 
considered less than significant; however, PM10 and NOX emissions would remain significant.  

Because the Optimized Flights scenario analyzes air quality impacts associated with airport 
operations and associated GSE and vehicular traffic activities, these impacts would be expected 
to occur whether or not the Proposed Project is implemented. As noted above, PM10 impacts 
would be worse without the roadway improvements that would be implemented in conjunction 
with the Proposed Project. 
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3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The data for this section is derived from three primary sources. For historical resources, the 
information is summarized from the technical report Draft Historical Assessment and Impacts 
Discussion for the Proposed Long Beach Terminal Improvements Long Beach Airport, prepared 
by Jones & Stokes (2005). The complete report is provided in Appendix D of this EIR. 
Archaeological data is based on the cultural resources records search conducted by the South 
Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University at Fullerton (October 
2005). The paleontological analysis is based on resources records search and scientific 
literature review by the Vertebrate Paleontology Section of the Natural History Museum of Los 
Angeles County (September 2005). 

Methodology 

The evaluation of cultural resources utilized data available from the SCCIC at California State 
University at Fullerton on historic and prehistoric resources and paleontology data from the 
Vertebrate Paleontology Section of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. As 
indicated above, a Historical Assessment of the Airport Terminal was prepared. As part of the 
Historical Assessment of the Airport, a site visit, archival research and interviews were 
conducted.  

Background 

The Airport Terminal Building is a designated a local historical landmark. The following provides 
some background information to facilitate the readers understanding of how CEQA addresses 
these resources. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b): 

“A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 

(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially 
impaired. 

(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources...unless the 
public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of 
evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics 
of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as 
determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.” 
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A “Unique” resource is defined in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g) as follows:  

As used in this section, "unique archaeological resource" means an archaeological 
artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of 
the following criteria: 

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and 
that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best 
available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic 
event or person. 

In addition, Section 2.63 of the Long Beach Municipal Code established a process for 
designating and preserving important cultural resources. As provided in the Municipal Code 
the City evaluates the eleven following criteria when designating a historical resource: 

A. It possesses a significant character, interest or value attributable to the development, 
heritage or cultural characteristics of the City, the southern California region, the 
state or the nation, or if it is associated with the life of a person significant in the past; 
or 

B. It is the site of an historic event with a significant place in history; or 

C. It exemplifies the cultural, political, economic, social, or historical heritage of the 
community; or 

D. It portrays the environment in an era of history characterized by a distinctive 
architectural style; or 

E. It embodies those distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type or 
engineering specimen; or. 

F. It contains elements of design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship which represent a 
significant innovation; or 

G. It is part of or related to a distinctive area and should be developed or preserved 
according to a specific historical, cultural or architectural motif; or 

H. It represents an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood or 
community due to its unique location or specific distinguishing characteristic; or 

I. It represents an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood or 
community due to its unique location or specific distinguishing characteristic; or 

J. It is, or has been, a valuable information source important to the prehistory or history 
of the city, the Southern California region or the state; or 
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K. It is one of the few remaining examples in the city, region, state or nation possessing 
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type. (Ord. C-6961 § 1 
(part), 1992) 

3.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Archaeological Resources 

As previously indicated, a records search was conducted for the project site through the SCCIC. 
The search centered in the terminal area but encompassed a mile radius to ensure any potential 
resources on Parcel O would be identified. However, there were no recorded prehistoric 
archaeological resources within a one-mile radius of the project site.  

The entire project site was previously disturbed during construction of the existing Airport 
Terminal Building, runways, and associated uses. Though Parcel O has no development on it, 
the area has been disturbed as part of runway construction. Given the disturbed nature of the 
site and the fact that much of the area is covered with an impervious surface, a field survey was 
not conducted.  

Paleontological Resources 

The potential for discovery of fossils is an indication of the likelihood that excavation into a given 
rock unit in a specific location could result in exposing fossil resources. The potential for 
discovery of fossils does not measure the significance of individual fossils present within the 
study area, because it is impossible to accurately predict what individual fossils may be 
discovered. The significance of an individual fossil can only be determined after it is discovered 
and studied.  

One way to assess the potential impacts that development could have on paleontological 
resources is to assign a paleontologic potential to the rock unit(s) in question. The 
paleontological potential of a rock unit is based on the types of resources that have been 
recovered from that rock unit.  

A literature and records search conducted for the Proposed Project by the Vertebrate 
Paleontology Section of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County identified no 
vertebrate fossil localities within the Proposed Project boundaries. However, there have been 
localities nearby within the same sedimentary units that occur on site. The study area is situated 
on younger Quaternary alluvium, which would probably be unproductive in the uppermost layers 
of soil. Since the project site and much of the surrounding area has been previously graded and 
developed, these deposits are likely to have a low potential to contain fossil resources, and are 
thus, considered to have little to no paleontological sensitivity. However, at greater depths, older 
terrestrial Quaternary deposits have been known to contain vertebrates. 

Historic Resources 

As part of the Historical Assessment of the Airport, a site visit, archival research and interviews 
were conducted. The record search conducted through the SCCIC also identifies any recorded 
historical landmarks. This would include State and federally listed historic structures, which are 
formally mapped within a one-mile radius of the project. No historical resources were identified 
as part of the record search.  
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As indicated in Section 2.5, Project Description, the Proposed Project includes multiple 
components; however, only the Airport Terminal is designated as a local historical resource. 
The Historical Assessment only evaluates the existing Airport Terminal, as it was defined in the 
1990 City of Long Beach Cultural Heritage nomination form. In the nomination, none of the later 
buildings in the immediate area, such as the 1984 holdroom and trailers on the north, south, and 
west sides of the 1941 Airport Terminal, are considered contributing to the historical significance 
of the structure. In addition, the parking structure located across Donald Douglas Drive to the 
southeast, constructed in 1982 does not contribute to the historical significance of the Airport 
Terminal Building. 

The Long Beach Airport Terminal was constructed in 1941 and is an example of the Streamline 
Moderne style. W. Horace Austin and Kenneth Wing, Sr., both important Long Beach architects, 
designed the Airport Terminal. The Airport Terminal is a historical resource according to 
definitions in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(2). 

The other components of the Proposed Project do not entail historical resources. The Proposed 
Project would modify the existing parking structure, including a new façade to match the new 
parking structure and complement the architecture of the Airport Terminal. Given that the 
parking structure is not designated as a historical resource and was not found to contribute to 
the historical significance of the Airport Terminal no further evaluation of these modifications is 
necessary. After modifications to the existing parking structure, the façades of the Airport 
Terminal and parking structures would provide a unified appearance and enhance the 
aesthetics of the terminal area and the Airport Terminal's identification as a Cultural Heritage 
Landmark.  

The other component of the Proposed Project is Parcel O, which is intended to accommodate 
general aviation aircraft that are displaced from the Million Air Inc. leasehold. There are no 
buildings on Parcel O or any structures in the immediate vicinity that would be considered 
historical resources. Parcel O is separated by Clark Street and Willow Avenue and I-405 from 
adjacent residential development. No further historical consideration of Parcel O is necessary.  

Airport Terminal Existing Condition 

A summary of the existing condition of the Airport Terminal is provided below. The Historical 
Assessment (Appendix D) provides the full content of the existing condition as described in the 
1990 nomination form. A photograph of east or primary façade of the Airport Terminal is 
provided in Exhibit 3.3-1 (Existing Airport Terminal Photograph).  

The following is an excerpt taken from the description section of the 1990 nomination form for 
the Airport.  

“The building is a masterpiece of the early modern style, in excellent condition 
and largely intact. It is a reinforced concrete building, shaped as a segment of an 
arc, the radius of which is 285 feet. Its length is 170 feet. It is a three-story 
building crowned with a control tower. The configuration of the upper deck and 
control tower, the use of metal ship’s railings and the use of round porthole 
windows convey the image of a ship, a popular theme of the 1930s for the 
Streamline Moderne1 style. It is a particularly appropriate image for the port of 
entry to Long Beach, a harbor city with a famous beach.” 

 
1  Streamline Moderne is also known as “Art Moderne” or is a subset of this style, identified by smooth wall surfaces 

with a notable lack of ornamentation, flat roofs with a narrow ledge or coping at the roofline, horizontal grooves, 
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The building is symmetrical in its original design. On the south end of the Airport Terminal is a 
triangular canopy, supported by a thick, round pillar. The canopy roof is contiguous with the 
wide overhanging eave, which separates the first and second floors of the Airport Terminal 
along the primary, or east, façade. The board-poured construction technique is still visible on 
the exterior walls and adds to the horizontality of the building design.  

Historical Landmark Designation 

The original Long Beach Airport Terminal was determined eligible for local landmark status for 
the following reasons:2  

• Criterion A: The airport is significant as the first municipal airport in the Southern California 
region, preceding Los Angeles International Airport by three years.3 Long Beach was a 
pioneering center of aviation in Southern California, with the accomplishments of such men 
as Earl S. Daugherty and Calbraith Henry Rodgers. Rodgers completed the first 
transcontinental flight from New York to Long Beach in 1911. Daugherty built airplanes, ran 
a flying school, encouraged the City to found a municipal airport and, in many ways, 
advanced the field of aviation in its early days. Long Beach Airport was originally called 
Daugherty Field. Two other Long Beach aviation adventurers, Clyde Schlieper and Wes 
Carroll, set a world’s record in 1939 for the longest sustained flight–thirty days in the air. 
They departed and returned to Marine Stadium in Alamitos Bay. 

• Criterion B: The airport has been a significant part of the City’s economy since its founding 
in 1924, and an important factor in Long Beach’s economic growth. The establishment of 
Douglas Aircraft Co. in Long Beach in 1940 (today, McDonnell Douglas)4 was primarily due 
to the existence of Long Beach Airport. 

• Criterion C: The airport exemplifies the historical and economic heritage of the community in 
that the airport was a major factor in the development of Long Beach as an urban center. 
Aviation played a major role in the City’s early history, due to the enthusiasm of early 
aviation pioneers such as Earl S. Daugherty, who was inspired by the first air meet of 1910 
in Dominquez Hills. 

• Criterion D: The airport is a masterpiece of the early modern style, bridging the transition 
from the modernistic Streamline Moderne style of the ‘thirties to the geometric abstraction of 
the post-war International Style. It was an avant-garde work of architecture for its time, and 
is a unique building in the City of Long Beach.  

• Criterion F: The architects, W. Horace Austin and Kenneth Wing Sr., were important Long 
beach architects, each with a significant body of work in the City and the region. Austin’s 

 
lines and balustrades, often using aluminum or steel as the primary metal construction, and usually asymmetrical 
facades. Variations of this style include curved corners, round windows, windows that turn a corner, and the use 
of glass block.  

2  This information is taken verbatim from the March 22, 1990 Memorandum regarding the landmark designation of 
the airport from the City of Long Beach Cultural Heritage Commission to the Chairman and City Planning 
Commission. This discussion is also found attached to the 1990 State of California Department of Parks and 
Recreation form for the airport, prepared by Ruthann Lehrer in January 1990. 

3  Mines Field, later Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), was established in 1928 by the City of Los Angeles, but 
commercial airline service was not offered there until December 5, 1946. Daugherty Airfield, the site of the current 
Long Beach Airport, was established in 1924.  

4  As indicated above, this discussion is taken verbatim from the March 22, 1990 Memorandum regarding the 
landmark designation. At the time the Memorandum was prepared McDonnell Douglas owned the Douglas 
Aircraft Co. Subsequently, Boeing Corporation acquired McDonnell Douglas. 
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designs include the Long Beach City Hall, the Pacific Tower, the Woodrow Wilson and 
Horace Mann High Schools, the YMCA building, the original Buffum’s Department Store 
(demolished), the Press-Telegram building, the San Pedro Post Office, the Santa Ana City 
Hall, the Bowers Museum in Santa Ana and the Santa Ana Masonic Temple. Kenneth Wing 
designed the Harriman-Jones Clinic, the Southern California Edison building, the physical 
education building and cafeteria at California State University, Long Beach, and a number of 
schools, churches and fine homes. He was associated with Allied Architects in the design of 
Long Beach City Hall and Library and the Terrace Theater and Exhibit Halls. He was also 
involved with the design of the original main building of the Memorial Medical Center of Long 
Beach. 

• Criterion G: The use of ceramic mosaic tiles throughout the building was an innovative way 
to include extensive mural decoration as public art in a building with a lot of glass and other 
functional constraints. The themes and decorative style of the ceramic murals were unique 
and innovative. Although the imagery was representational, the stylized forms reflected 
modern post-war artistic trends. The symbolic elements were selected to enrich the 
experience of the traveler, and evoke a larger context for air travel with allusions to other 
forms of transportation and communication in the world.  

• Criterion H: The [original] airport [terminal] is the quintessential theme building of the airport, 
and its signature element. It should be preserved as reflecting the identity and 
distinctiveness of the Long Beach Airport. 

• Criterion I: As the single port of entry and departure for Long Beach airport and the 
prominent visual feature of the airport, it represents an established and familiar visual 
feature of the neighborhood and should be preserved.  

3.3.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

For the purpose of this analysis, the Proposed Project is considered to have a significant impact 
on cultural or paleontological resources if any of the following occurs: 

Archaeological Resources 

A significant impact would occur if grading and construction activities would result in a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource determined to be 
“unique” or “historic.” “Unique” resources are defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2; “Historic” resources are defined in Public Resources Code Section 21084.1 
and CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. 

Paleontological Resources 

An impact to paleontological materials would be considered a significant impact if the Proposed 
Project results in the direct or indirect destruction of a unique or important paleontological 
resource or site. The criteria used to determine if resource is unique or important are: the past 
record of fossil recovery from the geologic unit(s); the recorded fossil localities in the project 
area; observation of fossil material onsite; and, type of fossil materials previously recovered 
from the geologic unit (vertebrate, invertebrate, etc.). 
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Historical Resources 

A significant impact would occur if the Proposed Project would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5. 

Impact Analysis 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b), 

“A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired. 

(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and 
that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of 
Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical 
resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its 
identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of 
section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence 
that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and 
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.” 

It should also be noted, Subsection 15064.5(b)(3) states: “Generally, a project that follows the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
(1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a 
significant impact on the historical resource.” [Secretary’s Standards]5

With regards to the City’s evaluation of historic resources, a June 22, 2005 memorandum from 
the City’s Historic Preservation Consultant to the City Planning Department in reference to 
proposed new construction at the Airport states: 

                                                 
5  The Secretary’s Standards are included as an attachment to the May 7, 1990 Memorandum prepared by the 

Neighborhood and Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach. This Memorandum, is provided in 
Appendix B. 
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“Generally, a project involving substantial modifications to a historic building is 
considered acceptable if it: 

• Preserves significant historic materials and features; and 
• Preserves the historic character; and 
• Protects the historical significance by making a visual distinction between old and 

new.” 

Proposed Project 

The first two thresholds (impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources) are 
applicable to construction related activities because these resources would be potentially 
affected by construction activities and would not be applicable to the Optimized Flights scenario. 
Threshold 3 pertains to on-going operations and would not apply to construction activities. 
Therefore, the discussion below is focused on the type of impact associated with each 
threshold.  

Threshold 1: A significant impact would occur if grading and construction activities 
would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource determined to be “unique” or “historic.”  

Construction Related Impacts 

The results of the record search indicate that there are no previously recorded archeological 
sites within a one-mile radius of the project site. The potential for archaeological resources or 
human remains to be present in the project site is very low because of the disturbed nature of 
the site. Therefore, the likelihood of a significant impact on archaeological resources is low. 
However, standard conditions for construction projects are identified in the event that 
archaeological resources are inadvertently discovered during construction. Implementation of 
Standard Conditions SC 3.3-1 and SC 3.3-2 would reduce potential impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Threshold 2: An impact to paleontological materials would be considered a 
significant impact if the project results in the direct or indirect 
destruction of a unique or important paleontological resource or site.  

Construction Related Impacts 

Based on the literature and records search conducted by the Vertebrate Paleontology Section 
of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, there are no recorded vertebrate fossil 
localities within the Proposed Project boundaries. The study area is situated on younger 
Quaternary alluvium, which would probably be unproductive in the uppermost layers of soil. 
This combined with the disturbed nature of the site and the limited amount of grading that 
would be required for construction of the proposed improvements, the Proposed Project is 
expected to have little to no paleontological impacts. However, standard conditions for 
construction projects are identified in the event that paleontological resources are inadvertently 
discovered during construction. Implementation of Standard Condition SC 3.3-4 would reduce 
potential impacts to a level considered less than significant.  
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Threshold 3: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would add approximately 44,530 square feet to the existing building, 
primarily on the west façade of the building. A Concept Floor Plan is provided in Exhibit 2-5; 
however, during final design, the precise size and configuration of the proposed improvements 
may vary to ensure compliance with the applicable fire and building codes, federal and local 
safety and security requirements, operational necessities, and with refinement of planning data. 
The design concept drawings indicate that no construction or alteration would occur on the 
second or third floor of the existing 1941 Long Beach Airport Terminal Building. The two-story 
old air traffic control tower, not considered a character-defining feature, is currently undergoing 
renovation.  

• Interior – First Floor only: At this time, the interior changes have not been designed, but 
the area would be used for ticketing and concessions. As shown in Exhibit 2-5 (Concept 
Floor Plan), the concession area on the north side, which has been significantly altered 
since 1941, would be reduced in size and located in the northeast corner. The existing 
restrooms and the concession area in the southeast corner would retain their existing 
configurations. Two additional concession areas would be placed within the existing 
spaces on either side of the central door.6 These spaces have been altered from the 
original 1941 design, which identified them as concession areas and are currently used 
for ticket kiosks and an airport assistance counter.  

The current ticket counters and baggage conveyor system would be removed, and the 
ticketing areas would be reconfigured at the northwest and southwest corners. This 
would allow for the reestablishment of the gateway at the center of the western wall. 
Originally, passengers exited the concourse/ticketing area through this doorway and into 
the waiting room.  

• Exterior: As shown in Exhibit 2-5 (Concept Floor Plan), the proposed new construction 
would be physically affixed to the existing 1941 structure at the center of the first floor of 
the west façade, creating a corridor from the existing Airport Terminal through the new 
Passenger Security Screening area to the holdroom. According to Exhibit 2-6 
(Elevations of Conceptual Design), the vertical walls would reach to a point just below 
the existing cornice, while the roof of the new corridor, which is to be comprised mainly 
of skylights, would be horizontally affixed at, or just above the cornice line. The two 
corners of the west façade of the existing 1941 Airport Terminal, which are curved 
window walls, would overlook two small, arc-shaped garden areas that abut the corridor 
and create a cushion of space between the older building and new construction. 
According to Exhibit 3.1-1 (View Perspective of Conceptual Design from Land Side) and 
Exhibit 3.1-2 (View Perspective of Conceptual Design from Air Side), there are two 
additional walls that would be attached on the outside of the garden areas to allow for 

                                                 
6  It must be noted the actual distribution of uses within the terminal building would be determined as part of final 

design. The concept plan identifies potential distribution of space based on the square footage allocation 
identified by the City Council for consideration in this EIR. Though distribution of uses within the terminal may 
vary, the proposed square footage for the use categories would generally be consistent with the allocations 
shown in Table 2.5-1, Long Beach Airport Passenger Terminal Area Improvements EIR Alternatives. As 
discussed in Section 2, Project Description, precise size and configuration of the proposed improvements may 
vary to ensure compliance with the applicable fire and building codes, safety and security requirements, 
operational necessities, and with refinement of planning data. 
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movement of baggage from the ticketing areas in the Airport Terminal to the baggage 
security screening area.  

The corridor would lead passengers first to the security and screening area, a slightly 
arc-shaped, one-story structure that would also house Transportation Security 
Administration offices, baggage security offices and additional office space and 
conference areas, as well as restrooms. This part of the new construction would be 
longer than the existing building, so that the wings would be visible to persons 
approaching the Airport Terminal from the east. On either side of this structure would be 
open-air baggage claim/make-up areas, which would be supported by smooth, round 
columns.  

After exiting the security area, passengers would continue through the corridor into the 
holdroom. Per Exhibit 2-6 (North and South Elevations), the roof of the corridor would 
have a gentle rise between the security area and the holdroom. The proposed design 
indicates that the holdroom would be an elliptical-shaped structure, with a west-facing 
bank of windows. From the tarmac, the roofline of the holdroom has a slight arc, so that 
the highest point in center would partially obscure the view of the restaurant bay. As 
shown in Exhibit 2-6, (North and South Elevations), the roof of the holdroom appears to 
be approximately two-stories high. It appears from the concept design drawings that the 
roof of the holdroom would also be comprised of skylights. According to Exhibit 2-5 
(Concept Floor Plan), the holdroom would also contain concession areas, restrooms and 
offices, which would be placed against the east wall.  

Finally, two oval-shaped structures have been proposed to either side of, but not 
physically attached to, the 1941 Airport Terminal. The one to the north of the Airport 
Terminal would be used as a general sheltered area for people waiting outside to meet 
incoming passengers or for anyone visiting the Airport to take shelter from both sun and 
rain. The structure to the south of the Airport Terminal would be utilized for additional 
ticketing. As shown in Exhibit 2-6 (East Elevation), both structures would have slightly 
bowed roofs, which would be level with the cornice of the Airport Terminal, and ascend 
gently to a point slightly below the windowsills of the second story windows. As shown in 
Exhibit 3.3-2 (Pedestrian View from North East), these north and south structures would 
essentially be an open-air space with a canopy roof, which would be supported by two 
semi-circular walls at the north and south end.  

Consistency with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation7

The following discussion analyzes whether implementation of the Proposed Project as 
described above would follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The 
Historical Assessment (Appendix D) identified 24 character-defining features (CDFs), which are 
defined as architecturally significant exterior elements that best convey its original use. These 
CDFs are identified in the Historical Assessment (Appendix D); however, an evaluation as to 
whether implementation of the Proposed Project would affect the CDFs is provided below. 
Examples of four CDFs are provided in Exhibits 3.3-3ab. The 24 CDFs identified in the 
Historical Assessment are referred to in the text as CDF1, CDF2, etc., as appropriate.  

The east façade is the primary elevation and would not be physically altered in this design 
concept (CDF1). The west façade is a secondary elevation, but it is important because it 
displays the two-story bay with the geometric panels and associated view terraces, as well as 

 
7 Department of Interior regulations 36CFR67.  
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the curved window walls on the first story (CDF1). It appears from the drawings that no 
alterations have been proposed for the south elevation (CDF1), or for the exterior of the second, 
third or fourth floors or the old tower.8

As shown in the design concept drawings, the proposed new construction would be stylistically 
different from the existing 1941 Airport Terminal, which is an example of the Streamline 
Moderne architecture. The style of the exterior elevations is one of the reasons it was 
determined eligible for Cultural Heritage Landmark status (Criterion D); although the style is not 
specifically called out, it is represented by CDF1 through CDF5, CDF11, CDF13 and CDF14, 
and CDF19.  

Secretary Standards #9 and #10 apply to new construction. The new construction appears in 
the design concept drawings to reference, or draw from, some stylistic elements of Streamline 
Moderne. For example, the roofs of the new buildings would be curved, the west wall of the 
Holdroom is largely comprised of windows, the arc-shaped footprint of the original building is 
copied in both the shape of the roof of the small detached buildings on the north and south of 
the 1941 Airport Terminal and in the footprint of the attached sections as well, and the stepped 
character of the side elevations is mirrored in the way the new roof get higher as it goes away 
from the 1941 Airport Terminal. Still, the new architecture is very different from the original 
architecture, which follows Secretary’s Standard #9.  

Spatially, the original building would be extended horizontally to the north and the south by the 
proposed additions at the rear. In other words, the new, attached building would stick out on the 
sides of the original structure, and the new, detached buildings would fill in the space to the 
immediate north and south of the original building. Currently, the space at the rear and 
southwest corner of the existing Airport Terminal contains a holdroom, which was part of a 1984 
improvements and baggage area, and the south end is obscured by permanent canopy that was 
installed during 1984 improvements. Additional trailers serving as temporary holdrooms were 
installed in 2002 and 2003 to the northwest and southwest of the Airport Terminal Building.  

The proposed new construction would be attached to the original structure; however, it would be 
minimal and contained to the corridor walls and roof at the west façade of the existing building. 
The proposed new construction would require the removal of a non-original door, as well as the 
removal of several original windows. This has the potential to destroy historic material; the 
windows are listed as CDF2. Additionally, it appears in the design concept drawings that a door 
would be installed on the north façade. At this time, that elevation contains several original 
windows (CDF2) and this action has the potential to destroy historic material, which would not 
meet Secretary’s Standard #2 and #5 (refer to Exhibit 3.3-4). 

The new corridor leads into the security and screening area, a one-story building that is 
separated from the existing structure by two small garden spaces on either side of the corridor. 
This structure is long and horizontal, adding to the horizontality of the Streamline Moderne 
Airport Terminal; however, it would obscure views of the first story corner window walls of the 
original building. It is also unclear from the design concept drawings if the proposed walls on the 
outside of the garden areas are transparent, and therefore less likely to conceal the curved 
window walls, which have been identified as CDF24.  

The proposed conceptual design features meet the guidelines in the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Rehabilitation of the Historic Properties except as noted below. Most of those 

 
8  The fifth floor was the Old Air Traffic Control Tower, and the fourth floor was the equipment room for the control 

tower, but currently the fourth floor is used for office space and the fifth floor is being renovated for use as a 
security/safety office, per an email from Rachel Korkos, City of Long Beach’s Airport Bureau.  
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elements of the original Airport Terminal that were considered as part of the evaluation of the 
Airport Terminal Building as a historic resources would not be removed, damaged or destroyed, 
meeting Secretary Standards #2, #5, and #9. The property would continue to be used as an 
airport terminal (Secretary’s Standard #1); the overall historic character of the property would be 
preserved (Secretary’s Standard #2); and the new construction would be differentiated from the 
old and would be compatible in size, massing, scale and style (Secretary’s Standard #9 and 
#10). In addition, the changes to the interior space on the first floor would include the restoration 
of a doorway on the west elevation of the 1941 Airport Terminal, but would not be recreated to 
copy the original portal, and the layout of the first floor would more closely resemble the floor 
plan from the 1941 blueprints, provided these plans follows the requirements of Secretary’s 
Standard #3, #5, and #6 (and #7 if appropriate). Refer to Exhibit 3.3-4 for an example of where 
the Airport Terminal would be impacted.  

According to the design concept, there are no alterations proposed for the second and third 
floor, the fourth floor or the former Air Traffic Control Tower. There would be some changes to 
the layout of the first floor and the structures that were built during the 1984 improvements, and 
various other times since 1941, would either be removed or absorbed into the Proposed Project. 
The general interior decoration/design of the original concourse/waiting room is not known at 
this time, however, the intent is to remove the carpet and linoleum that covers the historic 
mosaics. These topics are not evaluated in the historical assessment because the proposed 
design is conceptual. Similarly, the wall, door and window treatment of the new construction 
would be evaluated during the project design phase of the project. This level of detail is 
considered when the Cultural Heritage Commission reviews the Proposed Project for a 
certification of appropriateness. 

In general, the changes to the interior floor plan are also not specified in the design concept 
drawings and cannot be evaluated in the historical assessment; however, many interior 
elements are considered character-defining features (CDF6 through CDF11 and CDF13 through 
CDF23) and any proposed changes would also be subject to Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA 
guidelines.  

Potential issues include the changes to the spatial relationship between the original Airport 
Terminal Building and the open space on the north and south due to the construction of ovular 
detached buildings in these areas; potential damage to historic materials where the corridor and 
garden walls would be attached; potential damage on the north wall due to the addition of a 
doorway which would remove historic material; removal of original details along the west facade 
of the original 1941 Airport Terminal Building; the obscuring of the first floor elevation by the 
construction of the Airport Terminal improvements; and the partial obscuring of the second story 
bay window from the tarmac.  

Impact 3.3-1 The Proposed Project would result in alterations to a designated 
historical landmark that would be considered significant. Development 
of the Proposed Project consistent with the Guiding Principles 
(Appendix B) and implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 3.3-1 
through MM 3.3-6 and Standard Condition SC 3.3-3 would reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a level considered less than 
significant.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Additional flights would not impact the historic significance of the Airport Terminal Building.  
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Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative A would result in similar historical 
resource impacts to the Airport Terminal Building which has local landmark status. Compared to 
the Proposed Project, there are minor reductions in square footage associated with Alternative 
A with the exception of a few areas where proposed square footage would remain unchanged 
from existing condition or be the same or increased from that identified with the Proposed 
Project.  

Grading activities associated with Alternative A would have the same potential for uncovering 
unknown archaeological and paleontological resources as the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.3.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources to a level considered less than significant. 

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative A would result in similar historical 
resource impacts to the Airport Terminal, which has local landmark status. Compared to the 
Proposed Project, there are only minor reductions in square footage associated with Alternative 
A. This minor reduction in square footage would not substantially change the design parameters 
or nature of the impacts. Impact 3.3-1 would also apply to Alternative A. With this alternative, as 
with the Proposed Project, the proposed new construction would be attached to the original 
structure and new construction would require the removal of several original windows. These 
alterations to a historic landmark would be considered significant prior to mitigation. 

The same design features presented for the Proposed Project would apply to Alternative A. This 
would appear to meet most of the guidelines in the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the 
Rehabilitation of the Historic Properties. Most of those elements of the original Airport Terminal 
that are defined and described in the section above would not be removed, damaged or 
destroyed, meeting Secretary Standards #2, #5, and #9.  

The same potential issues identified for the Proposed Project would apply to Alternative A 
because the size of the facilities would be very similar. The issues include the changes to the 
spatial relationship between the original Airport Terminal and the open space on the north and 
south due to the construction of ovular detached buildings in these areas; potential damage to 
historic materials where the corridor and garden walls would be attached; potential damage on 
the north wall due to the addition of a doorway which would remove historic material; removal of 
original details along the west facade of the original 1941 Airport Terminal Building; the 
obscuring of the first floor elevation by the construction of the terminal area improvements; and 
the partial obscuring of the second story bay window from the tarmac.  

Grading activities associated with Alternative A would have the same potential for uncovering 
unknown archaeological and paleontological resources as the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.3.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to historical resources to a level 
considered less than significant.  
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Additional flights would not impact the historic significance of the Airport Terminal.  

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative B would result in similar historical 
resource impacts to the Airport Terminal Building which is has local landmark status. Compared 
to the Proposed Project, there are minor reductions in square footage associated with 
Alternative A with the exception of a few areas where proposed square footage would remain 
unchanged from existing condition or be the as that identified with the Proposed Project.  

Grading activities associated with Alternative B would have the same potential for uncovering 
unknown archaeological and paleontological resources as the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.3.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources to a level considered less than significant.  

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative B would result in similar historical 
resource impacts to the Airport Terminal, which is has local landmark status. This alternative 
has the potential to reduce the total square footage of the proposed Airport Terminal 
improvements by approximately 45 percent. This reduction in square footage could change the 
design parameters of the project; however, it is anticipated that the nature of the impacts would 
remain the same. Alternative B would still require new construction and modifications to the 
existing Terminal Building. As with the Proposed Project, certain features, such as the 
connection to the existing terminal would still be required to respond to TSA requirements. 
Therefore, Impact 3.3-1 would also apply to Alternative B. These alterations to a historic 
landmark would be considered significant prior to mitigation. As with the Proposed Project, 
implementation of the mitigation program and compliance with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Rehabilitation of the Historic Properties, it is anticipated that impacts would be 
reduced to a level of less than significant.  

Grading activities associated with Alternative B would have the same potential for uncovering 
unknown archaeological and paleontological resources as the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of the standard conditions and mitigation measures identified in Section 3.3.3, 
Mitigation Program, below would reduce potential impacts to historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources to a level considered less than significant.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Additional flights would not impact the historical significance of the Airport Terminal Building.  
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Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction related impacts because it does not propose 
any construction activities. No construction related impacts would occur and no mitigation would 
be required.  

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not have any project related impacts on cultural resources. Since no 
modifications to the existing Airport Terminal or other facilities would be implemented, there 
would be no impacts. However, it should be noted if Alternative C is selected, separate from this 
project there might be the need to make modifications to the Airport Terminal or provide 
additional facilities to provide sufficient area for TSA to adequately conduct the passenger and 
baggage screening. However, if that were to occur separate environmental documentation 
would be required. 

Alternative C would not result in any construction related impacts to archaeological and 
paleontological resources because it does not propose any construction activities. No 
constructed related impacts would occur and no mitigation would be required.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Additional flights would not impact the historical significance of the Airport Terminal Building. No 
additional improvements are proposed to accommodate the additional flights and passengers 
associated with this scenario.  

3.3.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.3-1 The Guiding Principals have been used in the development of the conceptual 
design plan.  As part of final design, the requirements outlined in these 
documents, which are named below, would provide guidance to protect the 
historic integrity of the existing terminal.  The Guiding Principals include: (1) May 
7, 1990, memorandum of understanding (MOU) by the Neighborhood and 
Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach providing guidelines for 
future environmental review of the Airport Terminal Building; (2) Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic buildings;(3) Development and 
Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development Plan 
Ordinance adopted by the City Council on September 2, 1997; (4) the City’s 
Cultural Heritage Ordinance (Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code); and (5) a 
memorandum on considerations for new construction prepared by PCR (June 
22, 2005). These documents all provide guidance on development standards for 
terminal area improvements and are included in Appendix B.  
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Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.3-1 Should any archaeological resources be uncovered during grading or excavation 
activities, these activities shall be diverted to a part of the site away from the find, 
and a qualified archaeologist shall be contracted by the contractor to: 
(1) ascertain the significance of the resource; (2) establish protocol with the 
project applicant to protect such resources; (3) ascertain the presence of 
additional resources; and (4) provide additional monitoring of the site, if deemed 
appropriate. If human remains are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles 
County Coroner shall be contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of 
Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed.  

SC 3.3-2 If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, State 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and 
disposition of the materials pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 
The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the remains are 
determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will determine and notify a Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized 
representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The descendent 
must complete the inspection within 24 hours of notification by the NAHC. The 
MLD may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human 
remains and items associated with Native American burials. 

SC 3.3-3 In compliance with Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code no permits for the 
alteration, remodel, enlarging, or improvements to the Airport Terminal, shall be 
issued prior to review by the Cultural Heritage Commission and issuance by the 
Commission of a certificate of appropriateness.  

SC 3.3-4 Should any paleontological resources be uncovered during grading or excavation 
activities, the construction contractor shall divert activities to a part of the site 
away from the find, and a qualified paleontologist shall be contracted by the 
contractor to: (1) ascertain the significance of the resource; (2) establish protocol 
with the project applicant to protect such resources; (3) ascertain the presence of 
additional resources; and (4) provide additional monitoring of the site, if deemed 
appropriate. If human remains are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles 
County Coroner shall be contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of 
Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed.  

Mitigation Measures 

It was determined that, prior to mitigation, the proposed terminal area improvements conceptual 
design has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change, as per Section 15064.5(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, in the significance of the Long Beach Airport Terminal Building because 
physical characteristics that convey the historical significance of the resource would be 
materially altered in a manner that may not meet the Secretary’s Standards. Those specific 
design concepts that have been identified as potentially adverse have corresponding mitigation 
measures as explained in the list below. If during the final design phase these specific design 
plans are not selected, then the associated mitigation measures would not be necessary. The 
applicability of these measures would be determined through design review by the Cultural 
Heritage Commission and issuance by the Commission of a certificate of appropriateness, as 
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outlined in Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code (SC 3.3-3). Additionally, other design measures 
may be recommended by the Cultural Heritage Commission through the design review process, 
which would be required prior to issuance of a certificate of appropriateness. 

MM 3.3-1 If the proposed Airport Terminal improvements are to be connected to the original 
1941 structure, then the project architect shall design the connection between the 
new structure and the existing Airport Terminal Building so that it is attached 
beneath the existing cornice, to be consistent with the Streamline Moderne 
design. 

MM 3.3-2 If during final design, new windows are required in the existing Airport Terminal 
Building, the project architect shall ensure that window treatments reference the 
style of the original Airport Terminal windows, which are very specific to the 
Airport Terminal. The use of the window wall, as seen on the northwest and 
southwest corner, shall be used as an example.  

MM 3.3-3 If during the final design, window replacement is proposed for the original Airport 
Terminal Building, then the new window(s) shall replicate the original style of 
fenestration. If the original windows that are currently missing from the building 
are still extant, then those windows shall be returned to their original location, if 
feasible. 

MM 3.3-4 If during final design, new doorframes in the Airport Terminal Building are 
proposed, then the project architect shall reference the style of the original 
doorframes located on the east and south facades of the original Airport Terminal 
Building for the new doorway(s). 

MM 3.3-5 The City of Long Beach, Public Works Director or designee shall stipulate in the 
plans and specifications that exterior material should be compatible in type, color 
and finish to the existing material used on the Airport Terminal Building. Testing 
should be done to determine original colors, if necessary. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure will be at the direction of the Cultural Heritage Commission.  

MM 3.3-6 If during final design, the shelter/ticketing areas are proposed on either side of 
the existing 1941 Airport Terminal Building, then the project architect shall scale 
down the proposed design. This could be accomplished with a lower profile, 
possibly with a flat roof that fits in visually with the horizontal nature of the 
architectural style of the terminal. The manner in which this mitigation measure 
will be implemented shall be reviewed by the Cultural Heritage Commission as 
part of the issuance of the certificate of appropriateness. 

3.3.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

All potentially significant historical, archaeological, and paleontological impacts associated with 
the Proposed Project would be reduced to a level considered less than significant with 
implementation of the mitigation program identified above in Section 3.3.3.  
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3.4 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section summarizes uses at Long Beach Airport that may have resulted in past, existing, or 
threatened release of hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures, soil, and/or 
groundwater beneath the property. Hazardous waste or materials use impacts resulting from the 
Proposed Project are assessed, and mitigation measures, if necessary, are described.  

METHODOLOGY 

The potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to hazardous materials and waste were 
based on available information for similar construction projects to identify potential adverse 
impacts related to hazardous materials and waste. Methods utilized to determine the existing 
conditions, as well as potential project impacts, included the following: 

• Documentation of the existing and historic uses of hazards and hazardous materials at 
the Airport; 

• Discussions with Airport staff regarding the Airport’s hazardous waste use and 
containment practices; 

• Consultation with fixed base operators (FBO) representatives, as well as representative 
from the Long Beach Fire Department and Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Aero Bureau 
regarding their hazardous material use and containment practices; 

• Known discharges, investigations, and remediation activities. 

Known discharges, investigations, and remediation activities were determined through a search 
of available environmental records, which was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, 
Inc. (EDR) in June 2005. The searched federal, State, and local records are presented below 
and followed by a description of the purpose of each list/database. 

Federal Records 

National Priorities List: The National Priorities List (NPL) is the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) database of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites 
identified for priority remedial actions under the Superfund program. A site must meet or 
surpass a predetermined hazard ranking system score, be chosen as a state’s top priority site, 
or meet three specific criteria set jointly by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
and the U.S. EPA in order to become an NPL site. 

RCRA Corrective Action Report: The EPA maintains the Corrective Action Report 
(CORRACTS) database of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facilities that are 
undergoing “corrective action.” A “corrective action order” is issued pursuant to RCRA Section 
3008(h) when there has been a release of hazardous waste or constituents into the environment 
from a RCRA facility. Corrective actions may be required beyond the facility’s boundary and can 
be required regardless of when the release occurred, even if it predated RCRA. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information 
System: The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Information System (CERCLIS) database is a comprehensive listing of known or suspected 
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites. These sites have either been investigated or 
are currently under investigation by the EPA for release or threatened release of hazardous 
substances. Once a site is placed in CERCLIS, it may be subjected to several levels of review 
and evaluation and ultimately placed on the NPL. CERCLIS sites designated as “No Further 
Remedial Action Planned” (NFRAP) have been removed from CERCLIS. NFRAP sites may be 
sites where, following an initial investigation, no contamination was found, contamination was 
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removed quickly without the need for the site to be placed on the NPL, or the contamination was 
not serious enough to require Federal Superfund Action or NPL consideration. 

ERNS: The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) records and stores information 
on reported releases of oil and hazardous substances. The source of this database is the U.S. 
EPA. 

RCRA-Info: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information database includes selective 
information on sites that generate, transport, store, treat and/or disposal of hazardous waste as 
defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976.  

RCRA Permitted Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities: The EPA’s RCRA Program 
identifies and tracks hazardous waste from the point of generation to the point of disposal. The 
RCRA Facilities database is a compilation by the EPA of facilities that report generation, 
storage, transportation, treatment, or disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA Permitted Treatment, 
Storage, Disposal Facilities (RCRA-TSD) are facilities which treat, store and/or dispose of 
hazardous waste. 

RCRA Registered Small or Large Quantity Generators of Hazardous Waste: The RCRA 
Registered Small or Large Generators of Hazardous Waste (SQG/LQG) database is a 
compilation by the EPA of facilities, which report generation, storage, transportation, treatment 
of disposal of hazardous waste. 

Toxic Release Inventory System: All facilities that manufacture, process, or import toxic 
chemicals in quantities in excess of 25,000 pounds per year are required to register with the 
EPA under Section 313 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA Title III) 
of 1986. Data contained in the Toxic Release Inventory System (TRIS) covers approximately 
20,000 sites and 75,000 chemicals releases. 

State Records 

CA FID: The Facility Inventory Database contains active and inactive underground storage tank 
locations.  

State CERCLIS: The State CERCLIS (SCL) database is provided by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control to evaluate and track activities at sites that may have been affected by the 
release of hazardous substances. 

CHMIRS: The California Hazardous Material Incident Report System (CHMIRS) contains 
information on reported hazardous material incidents, i.e., accidental releases or spills. 

CORTESE: This database identifies public drink water wells with detectable levels of 
contamination, hazardous substance sites selected for remedial action, sites with known toxic 
material identified through the abandoned site assessment program, sites with underground 
storage tanks (USTs) having a reportable release and all solid waste disposal facilities from 
which there is known migration. 

State Equivalent Priority List: The State Equivalent Priority List (SPL) database is provided by 
the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks: The Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) 
database is provided by the California Environmental Protection Agency. 
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Solid Waste Landfill List: The Solid Waste Landfill List (SWLF) database is provided by the 
California Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) and consists of both open as well as closed 
inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer station pursuant to the Solid Waste 
Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972. 

Registered Underground or Aboveground Storage Tank Database: The State Water 
Resources Control Board, Office of Underground Storage Tanks, provides The Registered 
Underground or Aboveground Storage Tank Database (UST/AST). Historical UST (HIST UST) 
Registered Database is also provided. 

ERNS and State Lists: The ERNS and State Lists (SPILLS) database contains information 
from spill reports made to federal authorities including the EPA, the U.S. Coast Guard, the 
National Response Center and the Department of Transportation. 

Federal ASTM Supplemental Records 

FINDS: The Facility Index System contains both facility information and “pointers” to other 
sources of information that contain more detail. The source of this database is the U.S. 
EPA/NTIS. 

RAATS: The RCRA Administration Action Tracking System contains records based on 
enforcement actions issued under RCRA and pertaining to major violators. It includes 
administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA. The source of this database is the U.S. 
EPA. 

TRIS: The Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System identifies facilities that release toxic 
chemicals to the air, water, and land in reportable quantities under SARA Title III, Section 313. 
The source of this database is the EPA.  

State or Local ASTM Supplemental Records 

WDS: California Water Resources Control Board – Waste Discharge System. 

Emissions Inventory Data: Toxics and criteria pollutant emissions data collected by the ARB 
and local air pollution agencies. 

REF: This category contains properties where contamination has not been confirmed and which 
were determined as not requiring direct DTSC Site Mitigation Program action or oversight. 
Accordingly, these sites have been referred to another state or local regulatory agency. 

HAZNET: The data is extracted from the copies of hazardous waste manifests received each 
year by the DTSC. The annual volume of manifests is typically 700,000-1,000,000 annually, 
representing approximately 350,000-500,000 shipments. Data from non-California manifests 
and continuation sheets are not included at the present time. Data are from the manifests 
submitted without correction, and therefore many contain some invalid values for data elements 
such as generator ID, TSD ID, waste category, and disposal method. The source is the 
Department of Toxic Substance. 

HMS: Los Angeles County Industrial Waste and Underground Storage Tank Sites. 
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3.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Many activities conducted currently and in the past at Long Beach Airport involve the use, 
storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials. Additionally, nearly all activities at the 
Airport that involve the use of handling of hazardous materials also generate hazardous waste. 
This section discusses the existing conditions at Long Beach Airport with regard to hazardous 
materials and wastes that could potentially affect human health and/or the environment. 

Hazardous Materials Use, Recycling, and Disposal 

Activities involving the use of hazardous materials at Long Beach Airport can generally be 
associated with the fueling, maintenance, and repair of aircraft and other Airport-related 
vehicles. These activities are conducted by several Airport leaseholders and the City of Long 
Beach (Airport operator), as detailed below.  

Airport maintenance operations include the limited use of small quantities of paints, mineral 
spirits, and cleaning solvents. The City fire station located on the Airport property also stores 
small quantities of paints and mineral spirits. Both the Airport and the fire station store and 
dispose of hazardous materials in a manner consistent with the policies contained in the Airport 
Certification Manual and Section 5.2 of the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations.1 The 
City does not provide fueling or maintenance services for airplanes, Airport vehicles, or Fire 
Department vehicles on site. These vehicles are fueled and maintained off site, at the City’s 
maintenance yard. 

FBOs such as Cessna, Toyota, Mercury, and Million Air perform maintenance and repairs on 
commercial aircraft and the general aviation aircraft based at Long Beach Airport. Each uses oil, 
hydraulic, transmission, brake fluid, de-icing fluid, degreasers, lubricants, etc. These are mostly 
off-the-shelf items, and are in non-reportable quantities. The FBOs store up to 500 gallons of 
paints and cleaning solvents for use at the Airport. Tire and battery changes occur frequently on 
site. 

Gulfstream conducts aircraft manufacturing and operates an aircraft painting facility on site. 
Boeing Corporation operates an aircraft modification facility on the south side of the Airport.  

The FBOs and aircraft manufacturers also store up to 200 gallons of methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) 
and toluene on site, as well as small quantities (up to 5 gallons) of coolant/antifreeze and de-
icing fluids containing ethylene glycol, or propylene glycol and isopropyl alcohol. All of these 
materials are stored in hangars, and large drums are containerized.  

In addition to the above, the June 2005 EDR Report identifies 21 UST sites (active and 
historical) at the Airport; however, none of these USTs are located within the immediate project 
footprint. It should be noted that the information-gathering process for this EIR identified more 
than 21 UST sites at the Airport, as discussed below under the heading “Fuel Storage 
Facilities.” 

All waste oil and solvents that are collected at the Airport are stored temporarily and then sent 
out for recycling or proper disposal. Each entity contracts individually with waste hauling 
companies for the collection of, recycling, or proper disposal of hazardous and California 
regulated waste. 

                                                 
1 These documents are available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 West Ocean 

Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long Beach, California. 
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There are a number of oil-water separators located throughout the airfield operated by the 
FBOs. Wastewater and sludge from these facilities are taken off site for recycling and disposal. 

According to federal records, one suspected uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste site 
occurs on Airport property. The location is 4150 Donald Douglas Drive, formerly the site of Pac-
Aero Engineering. The site was not placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). Preliminary 
assessment began on May 1, 1985; the case was closed on January 18, 1989. Potential for an 
environmental condition on the subject site is low. 

In addition, the federal WDS database lists AASI Aircraft, 3205 Lakewood Boulevard, as being 
subject to California waste discharge requirements as a result of continuous or seasonal 
discharges. 

Fuel Storage Facilities and Fueling Activities 

The greatest quantity of hazardous materials stored at Long Beach Airport is Jet-A fuel and 
Av-gas. Both the Airport and the FBOs at the Airport provide facilities for storing and dispensing 
these fuels. The FBOs also provide facilities for the temporary collection and storage of waste 
fuel and oil generated by commercial aircraft and the private small aircraft owners that are tie-
down tenants. With the exception of Million Air’s north ramp location, none of these facilities is 
within the footprint of the Proposed Project. Million Air’s north ramp location provides four 
50,000 gallon ASTs for dispensing Jet A fuel.  

Throughout the Airport, fuel is dispensed from an underground hydrant system as well as via 
trucks. All personnel conducting fueling activities at the Airport receive FAA-mandated training. 
Furthermore, all fueling operations are required to prepare Emergency Response, Spill 
Response, and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans. These plans must meet the approval of 
the Long Beach Fire Department, City of Long Beach, and State Health and Water Quality 
officials. All of these facilities have permits from these agencies to operate, as well as permits 
from the Air Quality Management District. These agencies and the FAA regularly inspect all of 
the fueling and maintenance facilities.  

If a major spill occurs during any fueling activity, the on-site Fire Station (Station 16) is notified 
and responds to the scene for clean up. Tanker truck and into-plane operators are primarily 
responsible for clean up and containment; however, Fire Station personnel will intervene to 
prevent a fire or to prevent spilled fuel from entering the storm drain system. Small spills are 
cleaned up using absorbent pads and materials stored on site. In the event of a major spill, the 
Long Beach Fire Department Hazardous Materials Response Team is called to the scene. 
Clean-up and further containment is the responsibility of the FBOs, fuel farm, and into-plane 
operators who contract with various spill response companies. 

Known Discharges 

A search of the environmental records conducted by EDR identified that a few violations in 
storing or handling hazardous wastes have occurred on Airport property since 1981. In addition, 
several incidences of spills were reported. Where there have been violations or reported 
incidents, all have been remediated and the cases have been closed. There are no current or 
outstanding violations or reported incidents. Findings and recorded actions are as follows: 

Violation 1: Gulfstream Aerospace Corporation, 4150 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach. 
Violations reported in 1990 and 2002. Compliance orders were received, final 
monetary penalties were imposed, and the cases were closed May 8, 2002. 
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Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. (Databases: 
RCRA-LQG, RAATS, FINDS, REF) 

Violation 2: Hamilton Sundstrand, 4401 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach. Violation found. 
Area of violation: Generator-All Requirements (Oversight). Date of Violation: 
January 7, 1993. Date of Achieved Compliance: April 12, 1993. Case closed. 
Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. This site is 
subject to California waste discharge requirements as a result of continuous or 
seasonal discharges. (Databases: RCRA-Info, FINDS, WDS) 

Violation 3: Gulfstream Aerospace Paint Hangar, 3495 Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach. 
Violations reported in 2002, final monetary penalties were imposed and the cases 
were closed on May 6, 2002. Potential for an environmental condition on the 
subject site is low. (Databases: RCRA-LQG, FINDS) 

Violation 4: Rockwell International Corporation, 4310 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach. 
Violation found. Area of violation: Generator-General Requirements. Date of 
Violation: September 24, 2004. Date of Achieved Compliance: October 24, 2004. 
Case closed. Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. 
(Database: RCRC-Info) 

Spill 1: Leaking UST at Long Beach Airport Fuel D, 4301 Donald Douglas Drive. 
September 21, 1984. Characterization began on June 22, 1988. Remedial Action 
Underway: September 16, 1988. Case closed. Potential for an environmental 
condition on the subject site is low. (Databases: CORTESE, LUST, FINDS) 

Spill 2: Emergency release of five barrels of crude oil into the soil under the runway at 
Long Beach Airport. Cause: equipment failure. January 25, 1991. Case closed. 
Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. (Database: 
ERNS) 

Spill 3: Leaking UST at Cameron Dumas Property, 4310 Douglas Drive. May 5, 1998. 
Case closed. Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. 
(Databases: CORTESE, LUST) 

Spill 4: Hose broke on a filter press within the water treatment system causing a 
substance to leak out at Gulfstream Aerospace Paint Hangar, 3495 Lakewood 
Boulevard. June 3, 1998. Clean up complete. Case closed. Potential for an 
environmental condition on the subject site is low. (Database: CHMIRS) 

Spill 5:  Jet fuel release at 4310 Douglas Drive. Date of incident is unknown. Case closed. 
Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site is low. (Database: 
CHMIRS) 

Spill 6: Release of grey substance. 4401 Donald Douglas Drive. Date of incident is 
unknown. Case closed. Potential for an environmental condition on the subject site 
is low. (Database: CHMIRS) 

Spill 7: Visual inspection of the storm drain at Hamilton Sunstrand, 4401 Donald Douglas 
Drive, showed substance resembling dry gray paint was spilled around the storm 
drain. Clean-up was performed and full containment reported by Long Beach Fire 
Department, 2001. Case closed. Potential for an environmental condition on the 
subject sites is low. (Database: TRIS) 
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Hazardous Waste Practices 

Chapter 5 of the Long Beach Airport Certification Manual2 provides documented procedures for 
handling hazardous materials at the Airport. These procedures address fuel handling, 
inspections, fueler training, corrective action, and hazardous material clean-up procedures. In 
addition, Section 5.2 of the Long Beach Airport Rules3 and Regulations sets forth specific 
requirements for the handling of hazardous materials on Airport property. It should be noted that 
the Long Beach Airport Certification Manual received FAA approval on September 9, 1999, and 
remains in effect today. 

Regulated Materials 

Asbestos 

Asbestos is a strong, incombustible, and corrosion-resistant material, which was used in many 
commercial products prior to the 1940s up until the early 1970s. If inhaled, asbestos fibers can 
result in serious health problems. Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) are building materials 
containing more than one percent (one percent) asbestos (some state and regional regulators, 
including California, impose a one tenth of one percent [0.01 percent] threshold).  

Historically, ACM were used extensively in the Airport terminal area. A 1998 Asbestos Survey 
conducted by Levine, Frick, Recon found asbestos in the thermal system insulation, floor tiles, 
black mastic, vinyl sheet flooring, and gray exterior window putty. The survey concluded that the 
ACM were generally in good condition and should not pose a health risk to the building 
occupants if left undisturbed. Consistent with the survey’s recommendations, an ACM 
Operations and Maintenance Program was initiated at the Airport. 

Due to the date the buildings were constructed, it is also possible that ACM or asbestos 
concrete pipe (ACP) could exist at the Million Air site. An official asbestos survey has not been 
conducted for the Million Air site. 

Lead-Based Paint (LBP) 

Portions of several structures within the study area would be demolished as a result of the 
Proposed Project. Lead-based paint has been regulated for residential use since the 1970s; 
however, LBP use in commercial buildings has not been subject to regulation in the State of 
California. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that lead-based paint has been used on the 
project site in the past, and that there would be the potential for LBP exposure as a result of 
proposed demolition activities. These areas would include structures or portions, thereof, 
roadway-striped areas surrounding the terminal, and in the parking lots and the roadways 
surrounding the parking lots.  

Aerially-Deposited Lead 

Up until the 1990s, lead-based additives in gasoline were expelled from automobile engine 
exhausts onto adjacent roadways and soil, roadway shoulders, and medians. Consequently, 
lead was aerially deposited as a particulate. Because the Airport is adjacent to I-405 and 
several busy roadways and has involved the historic use of jet fuel and diesel fuel, elevated 
concentrations of lead are likely to be found in near-surface soil at the Airport, especially in 

                                                 
2 Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long 

Beach, California. 
3 Ibid. 
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those areas where unpaved soil and medians will be disturbed as a result of project 
grading/construction. 

Dichloro-Diphenyl-Trichloroethane (DDT) 

In 2004, during the Airport runway project, trace amounts of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane 
(DDT) were found in the soil due to its former use as a pesticide on the grassy areas between 
the existing runways. The concentrations of DDT were well below the threshold that would result 
in a health hazard or require remediation. Because of the location of Parcel O to the grassy 
areas, it is reasonable to assume that there would be the potential for exposure of trace 
amounts of DDT as a result of grading and other soil disturbance activities on Parcel O.  

Methane 

Oil wells have historically been located on Airport property; however, all oil wells on Airport 
property have been abandoned (see below). Borings conducted in conjunction with the Airport 
runway project and prior excavations associated with previous airfield constructions projects 
also did not encounter methane deposits. 

Abandoned Oil Wells 

There are several abandoned oils wells on Long Beach Airport property, as well as in the vicinity 
of Long Beach Airport. The following records were submitted to the United States Department of 
Conservation, Department of Oil and Gas for abandoned oil wells located in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project: 

Amerada Petroleum Corporation, “Lakewood Community” 1 Oil Well 

A Notice of Intention to Drill New Well was submitted on August 15, 1968, for the “Lakewood 
Community” 1 prospect well. The site is located in the City of Long Beach approximately 
640 feet east along the north side of Donald Douglas Drive from the centerline of Lakewood 
Boulevard, then 364 feet north at right angles, or approximately 500 feet north and 2,000 feet 
west from the southeast corner. A Special Report on Operations Witnessed was submitted for 
the “Lakewood Community 1” prospect well on October 22, 1968, detailing the final 
abandonment condition. The report states that holes were drilled, 50 sacks of cement were 
pumped in the hole through a drill pipe hanging at 2,500 feet; and that the cement plug at the 
reported depth of 2,311 feet supported one-quarter the weight of the drill pipe. On 
November 20, 1968, witness engineer R. Johnson stated the location and hardness of the 
cement plug at 2,311 feet were approved. Mr. Johnson noted the well site had been graded 
over and there was no evidence of seepage. 

Chevron Texaco “Weingart” 1 Oil Well 

A Notice of Intention to Drill New Well was submitted on September 16, 1955 for the 
“Weingart” 1 prospect well. The site is located in the City of Long Beach 450.1 feet southerly 
along the centerline extended line and 59.1 feet westerly at right angles from the intersection of 
Carson Street and Paramount Boulevard, or approximately 4,480 feet north and 2,640 feet east 
from the southwest corner. A Special Report on Operations Witnessed was submitted on 
December 1, 1955, detailing the final abandonment condition. On November 26, 1955, 
175 sacks of cement were pumped into the hole. The report states the present condition of the 
well as plugged with cement. The cement plug at the reported depth of 2,362 feet supported 
11 points of the weight of the drill pipe.  Mr. W. Polglase was the witness engineer to this final 
abandonment action. 
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In addition to the abandoned oil wells, the Airport area has multiple underground pipelines. 
There is also a natural gas pipeline in the terminal area and under surface parking lot areas. 
However, there are no known gasoline or oil lines in the terminal or ramp areas.  

Related Planning Programs 

City of Long Beach General Plan 

Public Safety Element 

The City’s Public Safety Element was adopted in 1975 pursuant to the requirements of 
California Government Code 65302.1. The City is currently in the preliminary stages of redoing 
the Public Safety Element, but updated information was not available at the time this document 
was prepared. Therefore, the analysis in this document builds upon the statements and goals 
included in the 1975 Public Safety Element. It should be noted, however, that much has 
changed since adoption of the Public Safety Element 30 years ago and major strides have been 
made to implement the Element. Consequently, the analysis of this document as provided under 
the impact discussion of Threshold 4 provides current information in response to statements 
and goals that are no longer accurate or appropriate. 

Statements 

Some tank farms and aboveground storage of other dangerous fuels are incompatibly located in 
close proximity to airport operations. Future land use planning must recognize such hazards 
and provide for adequate spacing of these incompatible uses. It is particularly important to avoid 
placing fuel storage facilities in line with the establish flight pattern. 

Management Goals 

1. Develop mechanisms for implementing improved safety considerations. 
5. Establish safety guidelines to evaluate all potential safety hazards and mitigate existing 

problems. 

Development Goals 

2. Utilize safety considerations as a means of encouraging and enhancing desired land use 
patterns. 

4. Continue to identify existing or proposed uses or activities that may pose safety hazards. 
9. Encourage development that would augment efforts of other safety-related Departments 

of the City (i.e. design for adequate access for firefighting equipment and police 
surveillance). 

Protection Goals 

1. Use safety precautions as one means of preventing blight and deterioration. 
3. Reduce public exposure to safety hazards. 
6. Assure continued economic stability and growth minimizing potential safety hazards. 
7. Protect the citizens against possible personal loss resulting from disaster events. 
9. Continue to inform the public of potential safety hazards and what to do in times of 

emergencies. 
10. Provide the maximum feasible level of public safety protection services. 
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Remedial Action Goals 

2. Eliminate uses which present safety hazards. 

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 

The City published its Strategic Plan 2010 in January 2001. The plan grew out of a three-year 
effort that involved over 100 Long Beach residents representing the city’s neighborhoods, ethnic 
groups, business and education interests, and environmental and community organizations. The 
following goal and policy relevant to hazards and hazardous materials are included within 
Strategic Plan 2010: 

Environmental Goals 

3. Improve management of water resources and restore wetlands and riparian habitat. 

Policy: Implement additional strategies to prevent pollution from entering storms drains 
and the ocean. 

3.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach. 

The project would cause a significant impact if it would: 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

• Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

• Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiles 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result would create a 
significant hazard to the public or to the environment. 

• Be inconsistent with the applicable goals, objectives and requirements of the City of 
Long Beach Public Safety Element or Strategic Plan 2010. 

Proposed Project 

As discussed in Section 2.5, Project Description, modification of the leasehold on the north side 
of the terminal area immediately north of the existing north holdroom is a planned construction 
activity. Demolition and removal of the existing Million Air aviation service center as well as the 
asphalt and concrete in this area of the project site would be required. This section summarizes 
the hazardous waste or materials use impacts that would result from related demolition, 
removal, and construction activities and describes necessary mitigation measures.  

Threshold 1: The project would cause a significant impact if it would create a 
significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. 
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Construction Related Impacts 

The Long Beach Airport terminal contains ACM. While the terminal, as a whole, would not be 
demolished, portions of it would be modified and renovated. Terminal area improvements would 
involve demolition/construction of walls in these areas and would have the potential to introduce 
ACM into the environment, which would be considered a significant impact. This impact would 
be reduced to a less than significant level via compliance with existing regulations including a 
Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) compliant with the requirements of the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous 
Substances.  

The potential exists for particles of lead-based paint to be released into the environment during 
construction of the Proposed Project. Lead-based paint has not been subject to regulation when 
used in conjunction with commercial uses, and there is a potential for it to exist within the Airport 
terminal and other structures proposed for demolition and/or improvement. Potential significant 
impacts associated with the removal of lead-based paints would be reduced to a less than 
significant level via compliance with existing regulations requiring screening for lead-based paint 
and by adhering to all local, State, and federal requirements for its removal. The implementation 
of an HSCP (see MM 3.4-1, below) would also contribute to the reduction of potential lead-
based paint impact to a level considered less than significant. 

Because of the proximity of Parcel O to I-405 freeway, there is the potential for aerially 
deposited lead on-site to be released into the environment during construction of the Proposed 
Project. Potential significant impacts associated with the disturbance and removal of soil with 
aerially deposited lead would be reduced to a less than significant level via compliance with 
existing regulations requiring screening for aerially deposited lead and by adhering to all local, 
State, and federal requirements for its removal.  

Because of the proximity of Parcel O to the grassy areas between the runways, there is the 
potential for trace amounts of DDT to be present and released into the environment during 
construction of the Proposed Project. Potential significant impacts associated with the 
disturbance and removal of soil with trace amounts of DDT would be reduced to a less than 
significant level via compliance with existing regulations requiring screening for aerially 
deposited lead and by adhering to all local, State, and federal requirements for its removal.  

During construction of the Proposed Project some hazardous materials would be brought on-
site, used and stored throughout the project area and construction lay down areas. Though the 
materials would be standard construction supplies (e.g., paint and fuel for generators), there 
would be the potential for short-term significant hazardous materials impacts associated with 
construction activities. Implementation of standard regulations and conditions controlling these 
substances would reduce the risk to a level considered less than significant. These standard 
regulations and conditions include the applicable State and federal regulations on the handling 
and storage of these materials and the Airport’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
for the Airport’s existing Industrial Permit and for future Construction Activity Permits. No 
additional mitigation would be required. 

Impact 3.4-1 During construction, asbestos containing materials could be disturbed 
and introduced into the environment. This impact would be reduced to 
a level of less than significant with implementation of SC 3.4-3, 
SC 3.4-4, and MM 3.4-1. 
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Impact 3.4-2 During construction, lead-based paint could be introduced into the 
environment. This impact would be reduced to a level of less than 
significant with implementation of MM 3.4-1 and MM 3.4-2. 

Impact 3.4-3 During grading activities at Parcel O, aerially-deposited lead could be 
introduced into the environment. This impact would be reduced to a 
level of less than significant with the implementation of SC 3.4-9 and 
MM 3.4-1.  

Impact 3.4-4 During grading activities at Parcel O, DDT could be introduced into 
the environment. This impact would be reduced to a level of less than 
significant with the implementation of SC 3.4-9 and MM 3.4-1.  

Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would involve improvements to the existing Airport terminal and 
construction of a new parking structure to better serve existing demand at the Airport. Neither of 
these improvements would causally result in impacts associated with hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes. Because the Proposed Project would not result in impacts, no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

As previously stated, this EIR analyzes an Optimized Flights scenario wherein operations at the 
Airport could increase to include 25 daily commuter flights and up to 11 additional daily 
commercial flights, as provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The evaluation 
of the commuter and commercial carrier flights is provided at the City Council’s request because 
the impacts associated with these flights would be above current baseline conditions. The City 
would not have any discretion on allowing the flights if the conditions outlined in the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance are met. 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, there could be an incremental increase in the likelihood of 
hazardous materials being released into the environment through events such as fuel spills. 
However, as discussed above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place at the 
Airport would continue to guide activities at the Airport in the future. These practices include 
procedures to address fuel handling, inspections, fueler training, corrective action, and 
hazardous material clean up. Therefore, no significant impacts would be expected to result from 
implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario. No mitigation measures would be required. 

Threshold 2: The project would cause a significant impact if it would emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school. 

There are five existing and no proposed schools located within approximately one-quarter mile 
of the Airport. They include:  

• Alpert Jewish Community Center, 3801 East Willow Street 
• Buffum Elementary School, 2350 Ximeno Avenue 
• Long Beach Unified School District – Truancy Center, 3090 East 29th Street 
• Marina Montessori School, 2301 Ximeno Avenue 
• Westerly School of Long Beach, 2950 East 29th Street 
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Construction Related Impacts 

During construction, Willow Street could be used as a haul route. Consequently, construction 
traffic may go past the Alpert Jewish Community Center. Therefore, it is possible that hazardous 
materials could be handled within one-quarter mile of the school site during construction. This 
would result in a short-term potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-4 would reduce this impact to a level considered less than significant. None of the 
other schools listed above would be affected by emissions associated with construction 
activities for the Proposed Project. No further mitigation would be required. 

Impact 3.4-5 During construction, hazardous materials could be transported onto 
the Airport along established haul routes, including Willow Street. 
Potential impacts to schools would be mitigated to a level considered 
less than significant through the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-4. 

Project Related Impacts 

The ongoing use of the terminal area improvements would not result in the emission of 
hazardous materials. Additionally, as indicated above, the Proposed Project is not within one-
quarter mile of any schools. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the Optimized Flights scenario, there would be an incremental increase in the potential 
for hazardous emissions to be released into the environment during aircraft fueling and 
maintenance activities. Hazardous or acutely hazardous materials could be handled within one-
quarter mile of existing schools. Specifically, the FBOs located along Spring Street (near the 
above-listed schools) would continue to perform maintenance and repairs on commercial 
aircraft and the general aviation aircraft based at Long Beach Airport.4 As previously stated, the 
FBOs use oil, hydraulic fluid, transmission fluid, brake fluid, de-icing fluid, degreasers, 
lubricants, and other products to service aircraft at the Airport. In addition, they store paints, 
cleaning solvents, and other hazardous materials on site for use at the Airport and make 
frequent tire and battery changes. Although these services represent a continuation of existing 
practices at the Airport, it would be reasonable to anticipate that demand for these services 
could increase under the Optimized Flights scenario. All the existing regulations and programs 
currently in place at the Airport to address the safe handling of hazardous materials would apply 
to the increased flights, as well as the existing flights. Therefore, even though there would be a 
potential increase in hazardous emissions and hazardous materials handled at the Airport, the 
current rules and regulations would adequately address these issues. Standard Condition 3.4-1 
addresses these potential impacts.  

Threshold 3: The project would cause a significant impact if it were located on a site 
that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result would create a 
significant hazard to the public or to the environment. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CEPA) to provide a listing of known hazardous materials release sites. This listing, known as 

                                                 
4 It should be noted that the FBOs primarily provide service for general aviation aircraft. 
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the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by 
State and local agencies as well as developers to comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials 
release sites. A search of the environmental records conducted by EDR identified 60 sites 
located within one-half mile of the Long Beach Airport as appearing on federal, State and/or 
local databases related to hazardous substances. Of the 60 listed sites, 14 listed incidents are 
related to the release of toxic substances into the environment within one-half mile of the 
Proposed Project. In each case, these incidents have been identified as being remediated and 
all of the cases have been closed. Two of the incidents are included on the Cortese list: (1) the 
leaking UST at Long Beach Airport Fuel D, 4301 Donald Douglas Drive, and (2) the leaking UST 
at the Cameron Dumas property, 4310 Donald Douglas Drive. As stated previously, remedial 
action has been completed at these sites and the cases have been closed. The potential for an 
environmental condition on either of the subject sites is low. 

There is a low potential for hazardous materials to exist within the footprint of the proposed 
terminal improvements project. However, it remains that there is a slight potential for unknown 
wastes or suspect materials to be discovered during the construction phase of the Proposed 
Project. Though not considered a significant impact pursuant to this threshold, as a measure of 
caution, a mitigation measure has been recommended requiring the contractor’s compliance 
with the measures contained in the approved Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) (see 
MM 3.4-1, below) should a discovery occur. 

It should be noted that, although oil wells have historically been located on Airport property, as 
discussed above, borings done in the vicinity of the abandoned oil well sites have demonstrated 
that there are no methane deposits at either location. Likewise, no methane deposits have been 
encountered during excavations associated with any airfield construction projects in the past. 

Proposed Project Impacts 

As stated above, the locations where releases of hazardous materials have been identified have 
been remediated in accordance with State and local standards. Construction of the Proposed 
Project would not expose the public to impacts associated with known hazardous materials sites 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Because the Proposed Project would not result 
in operational impacts, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional EffectsRelated to Optimized Flights 

Though hazardous material releases have been documented on the Airport in the past, 
remediation has occurred, where required, and all cases have been closed. As discussed 
above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place at the Airport would continue to 
guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no new impacts would be expected to 
result from implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario. No mitigation measures would be 
required. 

Threshold 4: The project would cause a significant impact if it would be inconsistent 
with the applicable goals, objectives and requirements of the City of 
Long Beach Public Safety Element or Strategic Plan 2010. 

Table 3.4-1 provides a consistency analysis of the Proposed Project with applicable hazard 
related goals and policies of the City of Long Beach General Plan Public Safety Element and 
Strategic Plan 2010. 
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TABLE 3.4-1 
CONSISTENCY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH HAZARDS AND 

HAZARDOUS WASTE-RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 
 

Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
City of Long Beach General Plan  
Public Safety Element 
Some tank farms and above-ground storage of other 
dangerous fuels are incompatibly located in close 
proximity to airport operations. Future land use 
planning must recognize such hazards and provide 
for adequate spacing of these incompatible uses. It 
is particularly important to avoid placing fuel storage 
facilities in line with the establish flight pattern. 

Management Goals 
1. Develop mechanisms for implementing improved 

safety considerations. 
5. Establish safety guidelines to evaluate all 

potential safety hazards and mitigate existing 
problems. 

Development Goals 
2. Utilize safety considerations as a means of 

encouraging and enhancing desired land use 
patterns. 

4. Continue to identify existing or proposed uses or 
activities that may pose safety hazards. 

9. Encourage development that would augment 
efforts of other safety-related Departments of the 
City (i.e. design for adequate access for 
firefighting equipment and police surveillance). 

Protection Goals 
1. Use safety precautions as one means of 

preventing blight and deterioration. 
3. Reduce public exposure to safety hazards. 
6. Assure continued economic stability and growth 

minimizing potential safety hazards. 
7. Protect the citizens against possible personal 

loss resulting from disaster events. 
9. Continue to inform the public of potential safety 

hazards and what to do in times of emergencies. 
10. Provide the maximum feasible level of public 

safety protection services. 

Remedial Action Goals 
2. Eliminate uses which present safety hazards. 

Since adoption of the Public Safety Element in 1975, 
the following actions have been taken to remove 
incompatible uses from the Airport area. Specifically: 

• The natural gas storage tank of the Long 
Beach Gas Department, which was in the flight 
track of general aviation at the Airport, was 
removed. 

• Chlorine gas tanks are stored in concrete 
bunkers virtually underground at the new Long 
Beach Water Department facilities near the 
Airport. 

In addition, a new Emergency Management Facility 
was constructed at the southeast corner of Redondo 
Ave. and Spring St. – just across from the Airport – 
which would enable the City to be better able to 
respond to hazardous waste incidents at the Airport.  

Finally, a new Police facility was constructed at 
Atlantic Ave. and Spring St. which would enable the 
City to be better able to prevent against and respond 
to potential hazards at the Airport. 

Over the past 20 years, unused USTs at the Airport 
have been closed or removed, with site remediation, 
to meet State requirements. New USTs have state-
of-the-art spill and leak mitigation, tank integrity 
monitoring, and secondary containment systems.  

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 
A Healthy Environment/A Sustainable City 

GOAL 3:  Improve management of water resources 
and restore riparian habitat. 

Policy: Implement additional strategies to 
prevent pollution from entering storm 
drains and the ocean. 

The City has achieved on-going compliance with 
Industrial and Construction National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for 
the Airport. In addition, the City conducts tenant 
education programs as part of its Industrial Permit.  
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Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative A could introduce asbestos containing 
materials and/or lead-based paint into the environment (Impacts 3.4-1 and 3.4-2, respectively). 
There is a slight potential for unknown wastes or suspect materials to be discovered during the 
construction phase of the Proposed Project. These impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level via the implementation of a HSCP compliant with the requirements of the CCR, 
Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous Substances (see MM 3.4-1, 
below).  

During the construction of Alternative A, construction supplies that would be considered 
hazardous would be brought onto the Proposed Project site. Though the materials would be 
standard construction supplies (e.g., paint and fuel for generators), there would be the potential 
for short-term significant hazardous materials impacts associated with construction activities. As 
with the Proposed Project, implementation of existing regulations and standard conditions would 
minimize these impacts. No additional mitigation would be required. 

During construction, hazardous materials could be transported onto the Airport along 
established haul routes, including Willow Street. Potential impacts to schools would be mitigated 
to a level considered less than significant through implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-4.  

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative A would not causally result in impacts associated with 
the handling, release or exposure to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. Because the 
Alternative A would not result in operational impacts, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Operation of the Optimized Flights scenario would result in an incremental increase in the 
potential for a release of hazardous materials into the environment through events such as fuel 
spills. However, as discussed above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place 
at the Airport would continue to guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no 
significant impacts would be expected to result from implementation of the Optimized Flights 
scenario. No mitigation measures would be required. 

Though hazardous material releases have been documented on the Airport in the past, 
remediation has occurred, where required, and all cases have been closed. As discussed 
above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place at the Airport would continue to 
guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no new impacts would be expected to 
result from implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario. No mitigation measures would be 
required. 

As previously stated, though there are schools within one-quarter mile of the Airport, all the 
existing regulations and programs currently in place at the Airport to address the safe handling 
of hazardous materials would apply to the increased flights, as well as the existing flights. 
Therefore, even though there would be a potential increase in hazardous emissions and 
hazardous materials handled at the Airport, the current rules and regulations would adequately 
address these issues. These rules and regulations include the Airport Certification Manual and 
the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations. 
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Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative B could introduce asbestos containing 
materials and/or lead-based paint into the environment (Impacts 3.4-1 and 3.4-2, respectively). 
There is a slight potential for unknown wastes or suspect materials to be discovered during the 
construction phase of the Proposed Project. These impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level via the implementation of a HSCP compliant with the requirements of the CCR, 
Title 8, General Industry Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous Substances (see MM 3.4-1, 
below).  

During the construction of Alternative B, construction supplies that would be considered 
hazardous would be brought onto the Proposed Project site. Though the materials would be 
standard construction supplies (e.g., paint and fuel for generators), there would be the potential 
for short-term significant hazardous materials impacts associated with construction activities. 
These impacts would be reduced to a level considered less than significant by the Airport’s 
existing SWPPP. No additional mitigation would be required. 

During construction, hazardous materials could be transported onto the Airport along 
established haul routes, including Willow Street. Potential impacts to schools would be mitigated 
to a level considered less than significant through implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-4.  

Project Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not causally result in impacts associated with 
the handling, release or exposure to hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. Because the 
Alternative B would not result in operational impacts, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Operation of the Optimized Flights scenario would result in an incremental increase in the 
potential for a release of hazardous materials into the environment through events such as fuel 
spills. However, as discussed above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place 
at the Airport would continue to guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no 
significant impacts would be expected to result from implementation of the Optimized Flights 
scenario. No mitigation measures would be required. 

Though hazardous material releases have been documented on the Airport in the past, 
remediation has occurred, where required, and all cases have been closed. As discussed 
above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place at the Airport would continue to 
guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no new impacts would be expected to 
result from implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario. No mitigation measures would be 
required. 

As previously stated, though there are schools within one-quarter mile of the Airport, all the 
existing regulations and programs currently in place at the Airport to address the safe handling 
of hazardous materials would apply to the increased flights, as well as the existing flights. 
Therefore, even though there would be a potential increase in hazardous emissions and 
hazardous materials handled at the Airport, the Airport Certification Manual and the Long Beach 
Airport Rules and Regulations would adequately address these issues.  
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Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction-related impacts in that it does not propose any 
construction activities. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any operational impacts in that it does not propose an increase 
in operational activities at the Airport. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Operation of the Optimized Flights scenario would result in an incremental increase in the 
potential for a release of hazardous materials into the environment through events such as fuel 
spills. However, as discussed above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place 
at the Airport would continue to guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no 
significant impacts would be expected to result from implementation of the Optimized Flights 
scenario. No mitigation measures would be required. 

Though hazardous material releases have been documented on the Airport in the past, 
remediation has occurred, where required, and all cases have been closed. As discussed 
above, the hazardous waste practices that are currently in place at the Airport would continue to 
guide activities at the Airport in the future. Therefore, no new impacts would be expected to 
result from implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario. No mitigation measures would be 
required. 

As previously stated, though there are schools within one-quarter mile of the Airport, all the 
existing regulations and programs currently in place at the Airport to address the safe handling 
of hazardous materials would apply to the increased flights, as well as the existing flights. 
Therefore, even though there would be a potential increase in hazardous emissions and 
hazardous materials handled at the Airport, the current rules and regulations would adequately 
address these issues.  

3.4.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Application of the following project design features and mitigation measures would reduce 
potential project-related impacts to a level considered less than significant.  

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.4-1 The proposed terminal improvements would be constructed in a manner 
consistent with LEED standards certification requirements to, among other 
things, minimize potential hazards and hazardous waste impacts. 

Standard Conditions and Requirements 

SC 3.4-1 The Proposed Project and any additional flights associated with optimize flight 
operations would be required to comply with the provisions of the Long Beach 
Airport Certification Manual and Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations 
pertaining to the handling, use, and disposal of hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes. 
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SC 3.4-2 The Contractor shall develop a SWPPP to minimize potential short-term 
significant hazardous materials impacts associated with construction activities.  

SC 3.4-3 The Airport Terminal Building is known to contain ACMs. The applicant shall 
comply with notification and asbestos removal procedures outlined in SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 to reduce asbestos-related health issues.  

SC 3.4-4 Prior to demolition of any facilities at Million Air, the applicant shall test for 
asbestos containing materials. Should ACM or ACP be found, the applicant shall 
comply with notification and asbestos removal procedures outlined in SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 to reduce asbestos related health risks.  

SC 3.4-5 The City Engineer, or his designee, shall verify that every contractor transporting 
or handling hazardous materials and/or wastes during project implementation 
has permits and licenses from all relative health and regulatory agencies to 
operate and properly manifest all hazardous or California regulated material. 

SC 3.4-6 The Airport shall comply with the Airport Industrial NPDES permit (CAS000001/ 
WDID 4B19S004985). Construction activities that disturbs more than one acre 
shall abide by the State issued State Water Resources Control Board Order 99-
08 General Permit CAS000002. As part of this process, the Airport would be 
required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

SC 3.4-7 Construction of the Proposed Project shall be in compliance with local and State 
construction and building requirements and regulations, including the Uniform 
Building Code. 

SC 3.4-8 Prior to initiating construction activities, the contractor shall verify the locations of 
underground pipelines in the terminal area, ramp, and parking areas. Appropriate 
precautions shall be taken to ensure that pipelines are not disturbed or are 
properly relocated during construction.  

SC 3.4-9 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall test the soil for aerially 
deposited lead and dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT). As a result of soil 
testing, should aerially deposited lead or DDT be found in quantities that exceed 
acceptable thresholds, the applicant shall develop a remediation program to 
dispose of soil material properly.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.4-1 Prior to the initiation of demolition/construction, the Contractor shall develop an 
approved Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) in the event that 
unanticipated/unknown environmental contaminants are encountered during 
construction. The plan shall be developed to protect workers, safeguard the 
environment, and meet the requirements of the CCR, Title 8, General Industry 
Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous Substances. The Plan shall include 
measures for handling any unknown wastes or suspect materials discovered 
during construction by the Contractor, which he/she believes may involve 
hazardous waste or hazardous materials. 

The HSCP should be prepared as a supplemental to the Contractor’s Site-
Specific Health and Safety Plan, which should be prepared to meet the 
requirements of CCR Title 8, Construction Safety Orders. 
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MM 3.4-2 Prior to the demolition of any on-site building or portion of any on-site building 
constructed prior to 1973, the City shall screen the buildings for lead-based paint. 
If lead-based paint is identified, mitigation shall be developed in accordance with 
all applicable federal, State, and local regulatory requirements. 

MM 3.4-3 During demolition and excavation activities and during preparation of the 
geotechnical study in the design phase, the City shall have a qualified inspector 
onsite to inspect and sample the soil for contaminants. If observations during 
demolition activities indicate that site soil is affected by contaminants, demolition 
work should be stopped in the area involved until an analysis of the soil 
conditions can be performed and additional recommendations evaluated and 
performed as necessary.  

MM 3.4-4 As part of the contract specification, a haul route, which could include Willow 
Street, shall be designated by the City Engineer, or his designee. During 
construction, the City Engineer, or his designee shall instruct every contractor 
that no hazardous or acutely hazardous materials may be transported onto the 
Airport via Willow Street to avoid potential impacts within one-quarter mile of the 
Alpert Jewish Community Center, where school programs are conducted 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

The potentially significant construction-related hazardous waste or hazardous materials impacts 
of the Proposed Project would be reduced to a level considered less than significant with 
implementation of the above standard conditions and mitigation measures.  
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3.5 LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING 

The purpose of this section is to determine the Proposed Project’s consistency with relevant 
local and regional land use policies, zoning designations and land use classifications, as well as 
its compatibility with existing and planned land uses in the surrounding area.  

METHODOLOGY 

The analysis in this section is based on review of aerial photographs, field reconnaissance, 
discussions with City and Airport staff, and review of relevant planning documents as identified 
herein. The potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to land use were based on 
available information for similar construction projects to identify potential adverse impacts 
related to land use. Methods utilized to determine the existing conditions, as well as potential 
project impacts, included the following: 

• Documentation of the existing land uses at the Airport; 
• Discussions with City and Airport staff; 
• Review of the City General Plan and elements therein; 
• Review of the City Zoning Code and zoning regulations; and 
• Review of applicable County, regional, State and federal plans, policies and regulations. 

3.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Long Beach Airport is located in southern California, one of the busiest air travel regions in the 
nation. The Airport is owned and operated by the City of Long Beach, California. The Airport 
property encompasses a 1,166-acre site and has five runways, the longest of which is 
10,000 feet. The Airport serves commercial carriers, general aviation, and air cargo. The Airport 
is owned and operated by the City of Long Beach, California.  

As illustrated in the Regional Location and Local Vicinity maps in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, (Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2, respectively), the Airport is situated halfway between the 
major business and tourism areas of Orange and Los Angeles Counties. Interstate 405 
effectively serves as the Airport’s southern boundary; the Airport is equidistant from I-710 and 
I-605. Although the Airport is located entirely within the City of Long Beach, the City of Signal 
Hill is located immediately southwest of the Airport and the City of Lakewood is located 
immediately north of the Airport. 

Existing land uses in the vicinity of the Airport are shown in Exhibit 3.5-1, General Plan Land 
Use Map. The following discussion provides additional information about current land use and 
development patterns near the Airport. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

North 

The 48-acre Boeing Enclave, which includes an engine run-up/aircraft testing area, final aircraft 
preparation, ground support, receiving and delivery operations, customer operations, and 
maintenance operations, is located immediately north of the Airport. Boeing’s 717 assembly 
facility and office complex are located on a site east of Lakewood Boulevard between Conant 
and Carson Streets. It should be noted that demolition of some of the existing buildings on 
Boeing property immediately north of the Airport is currently underway. The redevelopment 
project that will occupy this site is discussed in detail below, under the heading of “Planned 
Land Uses Near the Airport.” 
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Additional land uses north of the Airport include the Lakewood Country Club Golf Course, 
residential neighborhoods, and commercial centers including the Regency Center (Carson 
Street and Paramount Boulevard) and Long Beach Time Square (Carson Street and Cherry 
Avenue). Long Beach City College lies northeast of the Airport at Carson Street and Clark 
Avenue. Veterans Memorial Stadium is located on the College campus.  

One off-site parking lot that serves the Airport is located in this area. Lot D is provided off 
Lakewood Boulevard at Conant Street, approximately one-quarter mile north of the Airport 
entrance.  

East 

The Skylinks Golf Course is located directly east of Long Beach Airport on Airport property that 
is leased to the City of Long Beach Parks and Recreation Department. The golf course acts as 
a buffer between the Airport and land uses to the east, which are characterized by single-family 
residential neighborhoods. Two neighborhood parks, Douglas Park (Conant Street and Clark 
Avenue) and Wardlow Park (East Monlaco Road and Stanbridge), occur in this area, as do a 
few of the schools listed in Table 3.5-1, below. This area also includes a few car dealerships, 
small auto-repair shops, gas stations, and hotel. 

South 

The I-405 freeway effectively serves as the southern boundary of the Airport. The I-405 is a 
major transportation corridor with moderate to heavy daily traffic volumes including a mix of cars 
and trucks. 

Land uses south of the Airport are characterized by single-family residential neighborhoods, 
community facilities, and various manufacturing facilities. The Barbara and Ray Alpert Jewish 
Community Center is located at 3801 East Willow Street, directly south of the Airport. The Long 
Beach Water Treatment Center is located just south of Spring Street. The Long Beach Energy 
facility is located at 2400 East Spring Street, near the southwest corner of the Airport. Parks 
include Stearns Champions Park (East 23rd Street between Ximeno Avenue and Park Avenue) 
and Los Altos Park (Santiago Avenue and East Hill Street) to the southeast. 

West 

Immediately west of the Airport, land uses are predominantly light industrial and commercial. 
Further west lie a number of single-family residential neighborhoods, a hospital, two parks 
(Reservoir Park at Wardlow Road and Brayton Avenue and Somerset Park at Carson Street 
and Gardenia Avenue) and several schools. 

Sensitive Receptors Near the Airport 

Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution emissions and should be given special 
consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These people include children, 
the elderly, persons with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and 
others who engage in frequent exercise. Structures that house these persons or places where 
they gather to exercise are defined as sensitive receptors.1 These sensitive receptors were 
discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, but are also discussed here in that they also are 
considered a sensitive land use. Table 3.5-1 lists the school sites located within four kilometers 
(approximately 2.6 miles) of the Airport. It should be noted that the likelihood of sensitive 

                                                 
1  South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Handbook, 1993. 
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receptors being impacted by Airport activities diminishes with distance. Four kilometers 
represents a very conservative estimate of the area that could potentially be affected by 
activities at the Airport.  

TABLE 3.5-1 
SCHOOLS WITHIN FOUR KILOMETERS OF LONG BEACH AIRPORT 

 
School Name School Address 

City of Long Beach 
Alpert Jewish Community Center 38010E. Willow Street 
Association for Retarded Citizens 4519 E. Stearns Street 
Bancroft Junior High School 5310 Centralia Street 
Benjamin F. Tucker Elementary School 2221 Argonne Avenue 
Bethany Elementary and Preschool 2244 Clark Avenue 
Bethany Lutheran School 5100 Arbor Road 
Bixby Florence Elementary School and Kids Club 5251 E. Stearns Street 
Burcham School 5610 Monlaco Road 
Burroughs Elementary School 1260 E. 33rd Street 
California Heights Parent Participation Nursery School 1500 E. Carson Street 
California Heights United Methodist Children’s Center 3759 Orange Avenue 
Charles A. Buffum Elementary School 2350 Ximeno Avenue 
Christ Lutheran Preschool 6500 E. Stearns Street 
Cubberley School 3200 Monogram Avenue 
Edgewater Preschool 5270 E. Atherton Street 
Educare 1901 Palo Verde Avenue 
Emerson Parkside Academy Charter School 2625 Josie Avenue 
First Baptist Church of Lakewood 5336 Arbor Road 
First Church of the Nazarene 2280 Clark Avenue 
George Washington Carver Elementary School 5335 E. Pavo Street 
Henry Elementary School 3720 Canehill Avenue 
Hoover Middle School 3501 Country Club Dr. 
Laurelcrest School for Girls 3435 San Anseline 
Long Beach City College Liberal Arts Campus 4901 E. Carson Street 
Long Beach Regional Occupational Program Center  3701 E. Willow Street 
Long Beach Unified School District – Special Education 5250 Los Coyotes Diagonal 
Long Beach Unified School District – Truancy Center 3090 E. 29th Street 
Los Altos Brethren Church and School 6565 E. Stearns Street 
Los Altos United Methodist Preschool and Daycare 5950 E. Willow Street 
Marina Montessori School 2301 Ximeno Avenue 
Marshall Junior High School 5870 E. Wardlow Road 
Millikan High School 2800 Snowden Avenue 
Minnie Gant Elementary School 1854 N. Britton Dr. 
Nazarene Christian School of Long Beach 5253 E. Los Coyotes Diagonal 
Our Lady of Refuge Elementary School 5210 E. Los Coyotes Diagonal 
Palo Verde Avenue Christian Nursery School 2501 Palo Verde Avenue 
Prisk Elementary School and Kids Club 2375 Fanwood Avenue 
Saint Barnabas 3980 Marron Avenue 
Saint Cornelius Elementary School 3330 Bellflower Boulevard 
Saint Cyprian Elementary School 5133 Arbor Road 
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School Name School Address 
Saint Joseph Elementary School 6220 E. Willow Street 
Saint Maria Goretti School 3950 Palo Verde Avenue 
Stanford Middle School 5871 E. Los Arcos Street 
Tincher Preparatory School 1710 Petaluma Avenue 
Twain Elementary School 5021 E. Centralia St/ 
Westerly School of Long Beach 2950 E. 29th Street  
City of Lakewood 
Hoover Middle School 3501 Country Club Dr. 
Lakewood High School 4400 Briercrest Avenue 
Madison Elementary School 2801 Bomberry Street 
Monroe School 4410 Ladoga Avenue 
MacAuthur School 6011 Centralia Street 
Riley Elementary School 3319 Sandwood Street 
City of Signal Hill 
Signal Hill Elementary School 2285 Walnut Avenue 

 
Patients and residents in hospitals are subpopulations with possibly increased sensitivity to 
environmental contaminants. Twenty-three hospitals were identified within two and a half 
kilometers of the Airport fence line. The nearest hospital, Pediatric Medical Center at 
2921 Redondo Avenue, lies approximately one-third mile south of the Airport runway. 

Land Uses at the Airport 

Long Beach Airport and the area immediately surrounding the Airport comprise the City’s Airport 
Land Use District. This area combines the landing field and facilities, commercial and private 
flying activities, manufacturing, repair, offices, hotels, airport-related support activities, and 
recreational uses. Exhibit 3.5-2, Airport Parcel Map - Selected Properties, provides an aerial 
view of existing land uses in the Airport Land Use District.  

As illustrated in Exhibit 3.5-2, the largest land use within the Airport Land Use District is the 
Airport itself. It consists of the following elements: 

Airport Entrance 

Access to the Airport is provided off Lakewood Boulevard at Donald Douglas Drive. The Airport 
property line extends due east to Clark Avenue, due south to I-405, due west to Cherry Avenue 
and the Union Pacific Railroad Right of Way, and due north to Kessler Road and Conant Street.  

The Airport Entrance area is identified as a Pending & Future Development area. The zoning in 
this area allows for hotel, office, restaurant and other uses. At the time this EIR was prepared, 
specific uses had not been determined – other than the parking structure, which is part of the 
Proposed Project. 

Airport Terminal Area 

The Airport terminal area, which is the focus of this environmental document, is zoned PD-12 
(planned development within the Airport land use district). It is located at the east end of the 
Airport property, near Lakewood Boulevard. Development regulations for PD-12 are defined in 
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the Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned 
Development Plan (Development Plan). Exhibit A of the Development Plan identifies the Project 
site as Subareas 1 and 2. The following uses occur within the Long Beach Airport terminal area: 

Terminal Building 

The 32,770 square foot Airport Terminal Building includes an 8,410 square foot ticketing area, 
four public restrooms and an airport staff restroom comprising a total of 1,330 square feet, a 
5,060 square foot restaurant, a 400 square foot concession area, and 12,570 square feet of 
office space. In addition, a 5,900 square foot bag security screening area is provided 
immediately outside the Terminal Building, under a canopy. 

Holdrooms and Passenger Screening Areas 

Passenger departure lounges are provided in the north and south holdrooms, which are located 
outside of the Terminal Building. On the south side of the terminal, there are two holdrooms: a 
permanent, 6,500 square foot facility and a temporary, 6,575 square foot trailer. The holdroom 
on the north side of the terminal is housed within a temporary, 6,575 square foot trailer. Each 
holdroom includes restrooms and a circulation area. Passenger screening occurs at the 
entrance to each of the holdrooms in areas that total approximately 2,950 square feet in size. 
The total square footage of the holdrooms and passenger security screening areas is 
25,550 square feet. 

Baggage Claim Areas 

Two baggage claim areas serve Airport passengers – one outside the north holdroom and the 
other outside the south holdroom, for a total of 406 linear feet of baggage claim devices. 

Baggage Service Office  

The Airport does not currently have a baggage service office. 

Aircraft Gates 

The Airport currently has eight aircraft gates for passenger loading and unloading. At the 
Airport, the term “gate” is used to identify the doors in the holdrooms that are used for 
passenger boarding and deplaning. Actual aircraft boarding and deplaning occurs via portable 
stairways that are used on the tarmac outside of the holdrooms. 

Aircraft Parking Positions 

The Airport currently provides ten aircraft parking positions. These are located just outside the 
north and south holdrooms, west of the Terminal Building. 

Airfield Area 

Uses Near the Airport Terminal  

A variety of uses are located within the airfield area near the Airport terminal. They include: 
aircraft hangars, maintenance buildings, general aviation aircraft parking areas and ramps, 
vehicle parking areas, office buildings, an electrical vault building, an aviation industrial area, 
aircraft manufacturing, and fuel tanks. 
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Uses in Restricted Access Area 

The restricted access area within the Airport airfield consists of five runways, various taxiways 
and taxilanes, four helipads, Airport lighting, service roads, vehicle and aircraft parking areas, 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) buildings, trailers for airline offices, antennae, and 
earthen berms. 

Uses at the West End of the Airfield 

Uses at the far (west) end of the airfield include: the Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) 
station, vehicle parking areas, fuel tanks, aircraft hangars, office buildings, and general aviation 
aircraft ramps.  

Uses at the South End of the Airfield 

Uses at the south end of the airfield include: Air Traffic Control Tower, aircraft and vehicle 
parking areas, fuel tanks, aircraft hangars, aircraft manufacturing, office buildings, general 
aviation aircraft parking ramps, FBOs, and air cargo facilities. 

Parking Structures/Lots 

On-site parking at the Airport is provided in both surface lots and a four-story parking structure 
located immediately east of the Terminal Building. Together, they provide 2,835 parking spaces 
for Airport users, Airport workers, and rental car operations.  

Other Existing Land Uses on Airport Property 

The area immediately surrounding the Airport falls within the City’s Airport Land Use District – 
an area that combines employment, commercial office, manufacturing, and recreational uses, 
as well as commercial and private flying activities. Consistent with the Airport Land Use District, 
most of the properties immediately adjacent to the Airport are zoned general industrial (IG), light 
industrial (IL), and planned development (PD). 

Currently, over 200 businesses are located on Airport property, including nearly 100 acres of 
mid-rise business park and hotel uses, several fixed base operators, and specialty aviation 
service companies. The Cessna Citation and Gulfstream Aerospace aircraft service centers are 
also located on Airport property. The Proposed Project would result in changes to Parcel A1. 
Therefore, current uses at this parcel are described below.  

Parcel A1 

Million Air maintains an aviation service center on Parcel A1, which encompasses 16.06 acres 
and is zoned PD-12. A 200,000-gallon above ground fuel storage tank is located in this area. In 
addition, this area is used for general aviation tie down, airline support services, general aviation 
businesses, and valet parking.  

Zoning 

The purpose of the Zoning Regulations is to promote and preserve the public health, safety, 
comfort, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of the people of Long Beach. The Zoning 
Regulations provide for the implementation of the General Plan. In developing the Zoning 
Regulations, the City identifies a broad range of objectives that are achieved through the 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.5 Land Use-110305.doc 3.5-7 ULand Use and Relevant Planning 

implementation of the applicable requirements outlined in the specific zoning designation 
associated with the project site.  

As previously stated, Long Beach Airport and the area immediately surrounding the Airport 
comprise the City’s Airport Land Use District. Zoning designations within the Airport Land Use 
District are illustrated in Exhibit 3.5-3, Zoning Map, and include commercial storage, general 
industrial, light industrial, medium industrial, park, or planned development. Pursuant to the 
Long Beach Zoning Code, the following uses are allowed in these areas: 

Commercial Storage (CS) - The Commercial Storage (CS) District encourages storage uses in 
areas that are particularly difficult to use due to parcel shape, access, adverse environmental 
conditions, or in areas where parcels are needed to form a buffer from incompatible uses. 

General Industrial (IG) - Allowable uses within a General Industrial (IG) district include air 
transportation, helipads, and other transportation-related uses as well as parking lots, 
manufacturing, construction, public services (electric, gas, and sanitary uses), wholesale and 
retail trade, eating places, book and video stores, professional offices, communications, and a 
variety of other uses – most of which are intended to serve nearby industries and employees. 
Parcel O is zoned General Industrial (IG).  

Light Industrial (IL) -- The Light Industrial (IL) district allows a wide range of industries whose 
primary operations occur entirely within enclosed structures and which pose limited potential for 
environmental impacts on neighboring uses. While the emphasis is on industrial, manufacturing, 
and related uses, small-scale office and commercial uses intended to serve nearby industries 
and employees are permitted. The performance and development standards are intended to 
allow a wide range of uses as long as those uses will not adversely impact adjacent uses. 

The IL district typically will include clean, non-nuisance industries whose operating 
characteristics (e.g., noise, hazardous materials, odors, dust, light and glare) are either confined 
completely within the property or result in limited secondary impacts in terms of traffic, air 
emissions, and hours of operation. Examples include research and development, flex space (for 
example, combined office/sales/warehouse/production for one firm), warehousing, small-scale 
incubator industries, or assembly operations. The buildings housing these uses may be low-
scale, older structures within the existing street grid, or modern industrial complexes in park-like 
settings. These examples are not intended to limit the potential uses within the IL district, but 
rather to present the range of opportunities available. 

Medium Industrial (IM) – The Medium Industrial (IM) district allows a wide range of industries 
and industrial processes that involve more intensive operations. The district provides areas 
where most industries may locate, provided they meet the performance standards defined in 
Section 21.33.090 (Performance Standards). While the emphasis is on industrial, 
manufacturing, and related uses, office and commercial uses intended to serve nearby 
industries and employees may be permitted. The performance and development standards are 
intended to allow a wide range of uses as long as those uses will not impact adjacent uses. 

The IM district generally will include industrial and manufacturing operations on a larger scale 
than those in the IL district. For example, factories with frequent truck traffic and outdoor storage 
yards might be located in the district. Outdoor storage and limited outdoor activities may be 
permitted. These examples are intended to represent typical characteristics within the district, 
not all potential operations. 

Park (P) – The City’s park districts set aside and preserve publicly owned natural and open 
areas for active and passive public recreational, cultural, and community service activities. 
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Skylinks Golf Course occurs on the only site within the Airport Land Use District that is zoned for 
a park district.  

Planned Development (PD) – Planned development districts are “established to allow flexible 
development plans to be prepared for areas of the City which may benefit from the formal 
recognition of unique or special land use and the definitions of special design policies and 
standards not otherwise possible under conventional zoning district regulations”.2 The planned 
development districts in the Airport area permit a compatible mix of land uses and allow for 
planned commercial areas and business parks, and include the following, which are discussed 
in greater detail later in this section: 

PD-9 Long Beach Airport Business Park 
PD-12 Long Beach Airport Terminal 
PD-13  Atlantic Aviation Center 
PD-18  Kilroy Airport Center  

Planned Improvements in the Airport Land Use District 

Parcel O  

Parcel O consists of 7.0 acres of undeveloped property at the south east corner of the Airport. 
Access to the site is from Clark Avenue, just north of Willow Street. During construction of the 
proposed parking structure, a significant number of vehicle parking spaces in the terminal area 
would be displaced. The City proposes to provide temporary parking on Parcel O, and provide 
shuttle service to the terminal area for users of this temporary parking. Parcel O could provide 
approximately 740 vehicle parking spaces. 

To accommodate this use, Parcel O would be paved, fenced, marked and lighted for use as a 
parking lot. Access to the lot would be from an existing driveway and gate on the west side of 
Clark Avenue, just north of the intersection of Clark Avenue and Willow Street. 

Following completion of the terminal area parking structure, Parcel O would be used as general 
aviation aircraft storage, including both hangars and tie-downs. These facilities would replace 
general aviation tie-downs displaced by the terminal area improvements. 

Planned Land Uses Near the Airport 

Douglas Park 

A new master-planned, mixed-used community called Douglas Park is being constructed 
immediately north of the Airport on Boeing Company property that is no longer used for aircraft 
production or testing. Douglas Park will include two primary land use categories: 
(1) commercial, which includes office, research and development, light industrial, retail, hotel, 
aviation-related uses, and warehouse development; and (2) housing, which consists of single- 
and multiple-family residential dwelling units. Demolition of existing buildings has already begun, 
and redevelopment is slated to be complete by the year 2020. 

The commercial area within Douglas Park is approved for 3.3 million square feet of commercial 
and office space, 200,000 square feet of retail space, 1,400 residential units, 400 hotel rooms, 
and 11 acres of park uses. Associated improvements to roads will include two new access 
points to Douglas Park which will be constructed along Carson Street, including one at 1st Street 

                                                 
2  City of Long Beach Municipal Code, Chapter 21.37. 
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(new street within Douglas Park located west of Lakewood Boulevard and east of Lakewood 
Drive) and a second entrance farther to the east (between 1st Street and Lakewood Blvd). Five 
new access points will also be provided along Lakewood Boulevard. The two primary entrances 
(from Douglas Park to the street) will be at A Street (new street within Douglas Park located 
between Carson Street and Conant Street) and at Conant Street. The three secondary 
entrances (also from Douglas Park to the street) will be at Douglas Center and A Street, and 
between A Street and Conant Street. Additional right- in/out access points may be provided 
elsewhere along Carson Street and Lakewood Boulevard. Signal and off-site traffic 
improvements, such as left-turn lanes, will also be constructed. The location of 1st Street will not 
be aligned with Lakewood Drive to the north in order to discourage people from using Lakewood 
Drive to travel through Douglas Park. 

Related Planning Programs 

Development within the City of Long Beach is subject to the land use requirements set forth in 
the City of Long Beach General Plan and City of Long Beach Zoning Ordinance. In addition, the 
City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 specifies goals for a variety of land use topics including 
neighborhoods, business growth, and the environment, which influence land use actions around 
the Airport. 

Development at the Airport itself is also guided by the FAA’s Federal Aviation Regulations 
(FAR) Part 77 – Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. Finally, the Southern California 
Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCP&G) 
includes one policy relevant to Long Beach Airport. 

Policies relating to noise/land use compatibility are presented and thoroughly discussed in 
Section 3.6, Noise. 

City of Long Beach General Plan 

Land Use Element 

• Growth of the airport will be limited in order to protect surrounding residential 
neighborhoods from the noise and hazards of frequent overflights. 

• The air and land use composition within the airport is separately formulated and adopted 
by due process as the master plan of the Long Beach Airport. 

• The specific plans for land uses within the boundaries of…the airport should support and 
promote the primary functions appropriate to each [land use] subdistrict. 

 Long Beach Airport Subdistrict 

• Continue to expand [airport-related] high tech, research and development uses, hotels, 
restaurants, and offices.  

• Retain airport orientation as much as possible. 

• Do not permit local retail or services into the center, or regional shopping uses without 
solving the mixed traffic problems which would result. 

• Require architectural and design compatibility with the newer structures. 
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• Emphasize visual compatibility, good design, landscaping, traffic generation and 
management. 

• Implement recommendation of area-wide traffic analysis. 

Noise Element 

• Reserve near-airport sites for warehouses, factories, light industries and other noise 
insensitive land uses that would confine and absorb aircraft noise. 

Open Space Element 

• Maintain open space buffers adequate to keep property and lives safe from natural and 
man-made disasters within the City including: unstable soil areas, known active fault 
zones, low-lying flood prone lands, airport flight paths, and areas of physical and noise 
contamination. 

City of Long Beach Zoning Ordinance 

The relevant development standards from the PD-12 ordinance (Ordinance No. C-7496, 
adopted by the Long Beach City Council on September 8, 1997) that would apply to the 
Proposed Project are shown in Table 3.5-2 in Section 3.5.2.  

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010  

Economic Opportunity for All 

Goal 1: Encourage business development based on our strengths. 

• Develop a strategy for land use at the airport that maximizes the economic return to the 
community. 

Goal 3: Balance business growth and neighborhood needs. 

• Expand Long Beach Airport business opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. 

• Take a leadership role with the Southern California Association of Governments to 
address future airport capacity needs of the region – maintaining noise and 
environmental limits at the Long Beach airport. 

Federal Aviation Administration 

FAR Part 77 

FAR Part 77 establishes standards for determining obstructions in navigable airspace and 
requires that the FAA Administrator receive notice of proposed construction or alteration at an 
airport. The standards established in FAR Part 77 apply to alteration of any permanent or 
temporary existing structure by a change in its height (including appurtenances), or lateral 
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dimensions, including equipment or materials used for construction.3 Subsections 77.23 and 
77.25 are applicable to the Proposed Project. 

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide 

• Operations at Long Beach Airport shall be constrained to existing physical or legal 
capacity. 

3.5.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach. The Proposed Project would be considered to have a significant impact related to 
land use if it would: 

• Conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or programs of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 

• Conflict with the policies of the Southern California Association of Government’s 
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide.  

• Be inconsistent with the applicable goals, objectives and requirements of the City of 
Long Beach General Plan and its Elements, Zoning Ordinance and the Planned 
Development Ordinance and Strategic Plan. 

• Cause displacement or induced airport land use beyond the Airport boundary. 

Impact Analysis 

The first three thresholds all pertain to consistency with applicable plans and policies that apply 
to the project. Because of the common theme of these thresholds the analyses are combined.  

Threshold 1:  Would the project conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or 
programs of an agency with jurisdiction over the Proposed Project 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

Threshold 2:  Would the project conflict with the policies of the Southern California 
Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide (RCP&G)? 

Threshold 3: Would the project be inconsistent with the applicable goals, objectives 
and requirements of the City of Long Beach General Plan and its 
Elements, Zoning Ordinance and the Planned Development Ordinance 
and Strategic Plan? 

                                                 
3  A full listing of all the provisions of the regulations can be viewed at Electronic Code of Federal Regulations, 

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov.  

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov
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Construction Related Impacts 

Many of the applicable plans and programs are focused on the broader policy issues that guide 
development of the City. These land use policies are generally not focused on construction 
related issues. There are various regulations that do address construction activities including 
the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations,4 various federal regulations, and the Noise 
Ordinance. Specifically, these programs outline procedures to ensure safety to workers and 
Airport users, as well as to aircraft. The terminal design and construction activities for the 
Proposed Project would be conducted in accordance with applicable City standards. The Long 
Beach Airport Rules and Regulations, and FAR Part 77 are also discussed in Section 3.7, 
Public Services. To address these programs the Airport has developed a construction safety 
plan, titled Safety and Security Requirements During Construction,5 that defines standards and 
procedures for meeting the requirements of Federal Aviation Regulations and local rules and 
regulations governing operational safety on airports during construction. Standard 
Condition 3.7-4 addresses abiding by the applicable FAA airfield safety requirements during 
construction. The Noise Ordinance is more fully discussed in Section 3.6, Noise. No impacts 
associated with these thresholds would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

As discussed in Table 3.5-2, Consistency of the Proposed Project with Land Use-Related Goals 
and Policies, below, implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the 
applicable land use plans, policies, or programs of any agency with jurisdiction over the 
Proposed Project. These include the City of Long Beach, SCAG, and the FAA. The Proposed 
Project would not result in significant impacts as established by these thresholds; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The Optimized Flights scenario does not propose any land use changes at the Airport or in the 
vicinity of the Airport. Consequently, under the Optimized Flights scenario, the Proposed Project 
would remain consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and programs. Though the 
number of flights would increase, it would remain consistent with the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, which addresses the Airport/land use interface. Specifically related to the policy for 
economic development, the increase in the number of flights at the Airport would increase the 
overall revenue for the City in the form of landing fees and taxes, as well as economic benefits 
to the community at large.6  

With respect to operations at Long Beach Airport, SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide says, “Operations at Long Beach Airport shall be constrained to existing physical or legal 
capacity.” The Optimized Flights scenario is consistent with this policy because the basic 
premise is that the flights would need to be within parameters outlined in the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, it would continue to be consistent with the regional planning efforts 
conducted by SCAG. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

                                                 
4  Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, Fourth Floor, Long 

Beach, California. 
5  Ibid. 
6  The Long Beach Airport Area Complex, An Economic Impact Analysis, 2003. Office of Economic Research, 

California State University, Long Beach, April 2005.  
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TABLE 3.5-2 
CONSISTENCY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WITH 

LAND USE-RELATED GOALS AND POLICIES 
 

Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
City of Long Beach General Plan  
Land Use Element

• Growth of the airport will be limited in order to 
protect surrounding residential neighborhoods 
from the noise and hazards of frequent 
overflights. 

 
 

The Proposed Project does not propose any growth in 
Airport operations. As such, surrounding residential 
neighborhoods would not experience additional noise or 
hazards above what would occur under full flight 
utilization allowed by the Noise Ordinance as a result of 
implementation of the Proposed Project. 
 

• The air and land use composition with in the 
airport is separately formulated and adopted by 
due process as the master plan of the Long 
Beach Airport. 

 

The improvements associated with the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Land 
Use Districts and Zoning Districts as well as the Airport 
Layout Plan. 
 

• The specific plans for land uses within the 
boundaries of the airport should support and 
promote the primary functions appropriate to 
each [land use] subdistrict. 

The objective of the Proposed Project is to provide 
Airport terminal facilities to adequately accommodate the 
minimum number of flights provided for in the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance, as well as the number of 
passengers served by those flights. As such it 
recommends improvements that support and promote the 
primary functions of the Airport terminal and Airport 
entrance – those locations that would be affected by the 
Proposed Project.  
 

 Long Beach Airport Subdistrict 
 

 

• Continue to expand [airport-related] high tech, 
research and development uses, hotels, 
restaurants, and offices.  

 

The Proposed Project would not result in any changes to 
existing uses within the Airport Subdistrict. Additionally, it 
would not preclude future expansion uses elsewhere 
within the Subdistrict, consistent with the Long Beach 
Airport Planned Development Plan. 
 

• Retain airport orientation as much as possible. 
 

The Proposed Project recommends improvements that 
are consistent with the Airport orientation. All the 
improvements are oriented to serving the flight level 
assumed in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. 
 

• Do not permit local retail or services into the 
center, or regional shopping uses without 
solving the mixed traffic problems which would 
result. 

 

The Proposed Project would not result in the introduction 
of local retail services or regional shopping uses into the 
Airport area. The only commercial uses would be 
concessions to serve Airport demand. 
 

• Require architectural and design compatibility 
with the newer structures. 

• Emphasize visual compatibility, good design, 
landscaping, traffic generation and 
management. 

• Implement recommendation of area-wide traffic 
analysis. 

 

As discussed in Sections 3.1, Aesthetics, and 3.3, 
Cultural Resources, the conceptual design for the Airport 
Terminal Area Improvement Project would be compatible 
with existing structures at the Airport. By using the 
Guiding Principles (Appendix B), which are intended to 
provide for compatible design, concerns such as visual 
compatibility are also addressed. As discussed in Section 
3.8, Transportation/Circulation, through the construction 
of the proposed parking structure the traffic generation 
and management. The traffic analysis conducted for this 
project is consistent with the area-wide analysis 
conducted for Douglas Park to ensure the broader traffic 
concerns are addressed.  
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Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
Noise Element 

 
 

• Reserve near-airport sites for warehouses, 
factories, light industries and other noise 
insensitive land uses that would confine and 
absorb aircraft noise. 

 

The Proposed Project would increase the size of the 
Airport terminal area, thereby helping to further confine 
and absorb on-ground aircraft noise. 
 

Open Space Element 
 

 

• Maintain open space buffers adequate to keep 
property and lives safe from natural and man-
made disasters within the City including: 
unstable soil areas, known active fault zones, 
low-lying flood prone lands, airport flight paths, 
and areas of physical and noise contamination. 

 

The Proposed Project would not alter any of the existing 
open space buffers, such as the Skylinks Golf Course, 
which help to keep property and life safe from natural and 
man-made disasters. 

City of Long Beach Zoning Ordinance – PD-12 Development Standards 
A. Building Siting. All buildings shall be arranged on 

their site to provide views between buildings, to 
avoid the impression of a wall of buildings adjacent 
to any public right-of-way and to encourage views of 
the airport terminal building.  

The placement of the proposed improvements would be 
sited in such a manner that it would avoid the impression 
of “a wall of buildings” adjacent to the public rights-of-
way. Views approaching the the Airport Terminal Building 
would remain similar from Donald Douglas Drive. The 
existing parking structure and the surface parking to the 
north of the structure would remain, preserving the 
existing view corridor of the Terminal Building from 
Donald Douglas Drive. The proposed parking structure to 
the east of the existing parking structure would be 
sufficiently set back on Donald Douglas Drive so as to not 
significantly impede views of the Terminal Building. 
Terminal area improvements would be west of the 
existing Terminal Building, thereby maintaining the open 
area along Donald Douglas Drive. Implementation of the 
standard conditions identified in Section 3.1.3, Mitigation 
Program, would ensure that the Proposed Project is in 
compliance with this development standard.  

B. Parking Structures. All parking structure roofs shall 
be designed to carry landscaping in planters. The 
nature and amount of landscaping shall be 
determined during site plan review. The visible 
edges of all parking structures shall be made visually 
attractive through choice of material, landscaping 
and/or terracing. Vehicular and pedestrian circulation 
routes shall be clearly indicated. Independent and 
separate pedestrian access shall be provided form 
all parking structures to all surrounding principal 
uses. All parking structures shall be architecturally 
compatible with the existing terminal building. 
Exterior facades should be articulated so that there 
is no relief from long uninterrupted horizontal and/or 
vertical lines. For the purpose of interpreting these 
standards, all parking structures shall be considered 
buildings.  

 
No parking structure shall be located so that the line 
of sight from Donald Douglas Drive approaching the 
Terminal Building is disrupted. A special height 
restriction shall limit any parking structure opposite 

The conceptual design of the proposed parking structure 
incorporates landscaping planters that would meet all 
applicable landscape standards (see Exhibit 3.1-3, Visual 
Simulation of the Proposed Parking Structure).  
 
The proposed parking improvements has been designed 
to be compatible with the existing Terminal Building.  The 
proposed façade for the parking structure would 
complement the Streamline Moderne architectural style 
of the existing Terminal Building. The Proposed Project 
would also modify the existing parking structure, including 
a new façade to match the new parking structure and 
complement the architecture of the Airport Terminal. 
Terminal and parking structures would provide a unified 
appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the terminal 
area and the Airport Terminal's identification as a Cultural 
Heritage Landmark. 
 
The proposed parking structure would be set back from 
the Terminal Building so as not to disrupt the views from 
Donald Douglas Drive; therefore, the 32-foot height 
limitation would not apply. The majority of the proposed 
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Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
the Terminal Building to 32 feet. Forty-three feet 
shall be the maximum height allowed for any other 
parking structure. 

 

parking structure would be approximately 40 feet in 
height, which is consistent with the height requirements 
outlined in the zoning regulations. The elevator shafts 
would exceed the 43-foot height. However, based on 
discussions the Planning and Building Department, the 
measurement is based on the height of the structure and 
would not include the elevator shafts. Therefore, a height 
variance is not required.  
 
Implementation of the standard conditions identified in 
Section 3.1.3, Mitigation Program, would ensure that the 
Proposed Project is in compliance with this development 
standard.  

C. Building Heights. All buildings shall be subject to the 
conditions contained in the limits mandated by the 
Federal Aviation Administration so that no building 
shall exceed the height of the Federal Aviation 
Administration FAR Part 77. All building heights 
should be integrated with a total design concept and 
shall be related to the existing and planned 
developments of the plan area. 

The proposed terminal area improvements do not exceed 
one-story in height, which is in compliance with the height 
limits mandated by FAA FAR Part 77. Implementation of 
the standard conditions identified in Section 3.1.3, 
Mitigation Program, would ensure that the Proposed 
Project is in compliance with this development standard.  

D. Building Setbacks. The setback limitation for 
buildings facing Lakewood Boulevard and Donald 
Douglas Drive shall be a minimum of thirty feet from 
the Lakewood Boulevard property line and ten feet 
from Donald Douglas Drive.  

 
 Buildings along Lakewood Boulevard shall be 

staggered and separated so as to encourage visual 
and physical penetration of the Lakewood Boulevard 
frontage. Not less than twenty feet shall be provided 
between any two buildings. Front, rear, and side 
yards not fronting on Lakewood Boulevard or Donald 
Douglas Drive shall be not less than five feet in 
depth.  

The closest improvement to Lakewood Boulevard is the 
proposed parking structure. The set back would far 
exceed the required 30 feet. The structure would be 
located at a minimum of 10 feet from Donald Douglas 
Drive. Implementation of the standard conditions 
identified in Section 3.1.3, Mitigation Program, would 
ensure that the Proposed Project is in compliance with 
this development standard.  

K. Nuisances. No portion of any site within the Long 
Beach Airport Terminal Area shall be used in such a 
manner as to create a nuisance to an adjacent site, 
such as, but not limited to, vibration, sound, 
electromechanical disturbance and radiation, 
electromagnetic disturbance, radiation, 
electromagnetic disturbance, radiation, air or water 
pollution, dust and emission or odorous, toxic or 
noxious matter.  

As discussed in Sections 3.2, Air Quality and Human 
Health Risk Assessment, 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, and 3.6, Noise, the Proposed Project would not 
result in the Airport terminal area to be used in such a 
manner that would create a nuisance. The construction of 
the building to meet LEED standards would reduce the 
potential for toxic or noxious matter. The Proposed 
Project would incorporate measures necessary to meet 
the requirements of the Airport Industrial NPDES permit. 
The uses proposed in the Terminal Area are consistent 
with existing uses and would not change the nature of the 
activities or effects on adjacent areas. Implementation of 
the mitigation programs identified in Sections 3.2, 3.5, 
and 3.6 would ensure that the Proposed Project is in 
compliance with this development standard.  

L. Parking. All parking shall conform to the standards of 
the Long Beach Municipal Code.  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation and 
Circulation, the Proposed Project would be in 
conformance with applicable parking standards. 
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Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
M. Air Pollution Guidelines. All uses shall comply with 

applicable air pollution regulations including 
regulations for control of airborne dust during 
construction.  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality and Human 
Health Risk Assessment, the Proposed Project would be 
in compliance with applicable air pollution regulations, 
including dust during construction activities. 
Implementation of the standard conditions identified in 
Section 3.2.3, Mitigation Program, would ensure that the 
Proposed Project is in compliance with this development 
standard.  

City of Long Beach Strategic Plan 2010 
Economic Opportunity for All  
Goal 1: Encourage business development based on our 
strengths. 
 

• Develop a strategy for land use at the airport 
that maximizes the economic return to the 
community 

 

The Proposed Project proposes improvements to the 
terminal and parking areas at the Airport to better serve 
existing and potential demand, consistent with the City’s 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. These 
improvements are consistent with the City’s strategies for 
land use and economic return at the Airport. The 
additional concession areas and airline space at the 
Airport would increase the revenue stream for the Airport. 

Goal 3: Balance business growth and neighborhood 
needs. 
 

• Expand Long Beach Airport business 
opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. 

 
 

By improving service areas and circulation within the 
Airport, the Proposed Project would better serve the 
needs of existing and future Airport users. The Proposed 
Project would not result in any increase in noise or 
environmental pollution impacts at the Airport above what 
would occur under full flight utilization allowed by the 
Noise Ordinance. However, by improving traffic 
circulation, the Proposed Project may result in air quality 
benefits. 
 

• Take a leadership role with the Southern 
California Association of Governments to 
address future airport capacity needs of the 
region – maintaining noise and environmental 
limits at the Long Beach airport. 

 

The City continues to coordinate with SCAG on issues of 
regional airport capacity. SCAG recognizes the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance in the regional planning 
efforts. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 
the regional planning policies. 

Federal Aviation Administration  
FAR Part 77 
 

 

FAR Part 77 establishes standards for determining 
obstructions in navigable airspace and requires that the 
FAA Administrator receive notice of proposed 
construction or alteration at an airport. The standards 
established in FAR Part 77 apply to alteration of any 
permanent or temporary existing structure by a change in 
its height (including appurtenances), or lateral 
dimensions, including equipment or materials used for 
construction.7 Subsections 77.23 and 77.25 are 
applicable to the Proposed Project. 

The proposed terminal improvements and parking 
structure would be designed to be consistent with all the 
provisions of FAR Part 77.  

                                                 
7  Electronic Code of Federal Regulations, http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov. Accessed 9/25/05. 

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov
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Goals and Policies Consistency Analysis 
SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

• Operations at Long Beach Airport shall be 
constrained to existing physical or legal 
capacity. 

The Proposed Project would maintain the operations 
within the existing physical and legal capacity of the 
Airport. SCAG in their response to the NOP indicated that 
they did not review the Proposed Project as being of 
regional significance (May 2005).  

 
Threshold 4: Would the project cause displacement or induced airport land use 

beyond the airport boundary? 

Construction Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would result in displacement of uses on the Airport. This is discussed 
below as a Project Related Impact in that it is a component of the project description. 
Construction-related activities would not result in any displacements beyond those required for 
project implementation. None of the displacements would occur off site. Additionally, the 
construction activities would not induce airport related land uses beyond the Airport boundary. 
The nature of the construction would not require the staging of equipment or construction 
related activities outside of the Airport boundaries. There would be no impacts and no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would consist entirely of improvements within the Airport Land Use 
District, primarily in the Airport terminal and parking areas. The Proposed Project would not 
result in any displacements or expansion of Airport uses offsite. Currently, there is off site 
Airport parking provided in Lot D on the Boeing property. With implementation of the Proposed 
Project this facility would no longer be needed because sufficient parking would be provided on 
site. None of the other improvements would either directly or indirectly encourage the expansion 
of Airport uses beyond the Airport limits. Rather they would reduce the Airport related land uses 
off site. 

The Proposed Project would result in displaced uses on the Airport. The construction of the 
proposed parking structure would temporarily displace surface parking in the vicinity of the 
terminal. The new commercial aircraft parking spaces would displace offices, valet parking, and 
general aviation tie-downs currently provided on the Million Air lease site (Parcel A1). However, 
as part of the project design, accommodations for the displaced parking would be provided on 
Airport property in Parcel O, as discussed above. In addition, the current uses (i.e., 
approximately 70 aircraft tie-downs) at Million Air’s north ramp site would be permanently 
displaced by implementation of the Proposed Project. These uses would be relocated to 
Parcel O during the second phase of construction, after the proposed new parking structure is 
completed and the site is no longer required for parking. The lease with Million Air, Inc., which 
extends until May 1, 2010, allows the City the right to terminate the lease on 4.22 acres 
containing the aircraft tie-down area upon 180-day notice to the tenant. This displacement 
would not be considered a significant impact because the Proposed Project would provide for 
the continuation of the uses on the Airport and these actions would be considered consistent 
with the lease provisions. No impacts would occur. Therefore, no mitigation would be required. 
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The Optimized Flights scenario responds to flight level increases that could occur under the 
City’s Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance independent of the proposed terminal area 
improvements. The proposed parking structure has been sized to accommodate the vehicles 
associated with the minimum number of flights pursuant to the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance. The Optimized Flights scenario assumes up to 11 additional commercial carrier 
flights. As discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation/Circulation, the additional trips associated 
with those flights would exceed the parking capacity at the Airport. It is reasonable to assume 
that off-site parking would be provided to serve this additional demand. This is commonly done 
at other airports in the region where there is not sufficient parking to meet the demand. 
Currently, off-site parking is provided at Lot D; however, based on Boeing’s needs and lease 
agreements, it is not reasonable to assume that the existing off-site parking would be available. 
Therefore, the Optimized Flights scenario would likely induce airport land uses beyond the 
Airport boundary. This would be considered a significant impact. The only way this impact could 
be mitigated is to provide additional parking on the Airport to accommodate the additional 
vehicles associated with the increased flights. The additional flights are not a component of the 
Proposed Project and it is not certain that the conditions required to allow the additional flights 
will occur. However, as part of the Transportation and Circulation analysis (Section 3.8), 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 addresses the need to provide more onsite parking should additional 
flights be allocated and the existing parking is insufficient.  

Impact 3.5-1 The Optimized Flights scenario has the potential to induce airport land 
uses beyond the Airport boundary. Specifically, the increased flight 
levels would require additional vehicular parking beyond the levels 
provided by the Proposed Project. This impact is associated with the 
Optimized Flights scenario and not the Proposed Project. Mitigation 
measure MM 3.8-2 would reduce this impact to a level of less than 
significant. 

Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative A would comply with the various regulations 
applicable to construction activities, including the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations, 
various federal regulations, and the Noise Ordinance. No impacts associated with these 
thresholds would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Construction-related activities for Alternative A would not result in any displacements beyond 
those required for project implementation. None of the displacements would occur off site. As 
with the Proposed Project, the construction activities would not induce airport related land uses 
beyond the Airport boundary. The nature of the construction would not require the staging of 
equipment or construction related activities outside of the Airport boundaries. There would be no 
impacts and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

The Project Related Impacts for Alternative A would be the same as those discussed for the 
Proposed Project. This alternative would be consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, 
or programs of any agency with jurisdiction over the project. These include the City of Long 
Beach, SCAG, and the FAA.  
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As with the Proposed Project, all the improvements associated with Alternative A would occur 
within the Airport Land Use District, primarily in the Airport terminal and parking areas. This 
alternative provides for a new parking structure, alleviating the need for the offsite Airport 
parking provided in Lot D on the Boeing property. None of the other improvements would either 
directly or indirectly encourage the expansion of Airport uses beyond the Airport limits.  

The displacements on the Airport would be the same with this alternative as with the Proposed 
Project. As indicated above, these displacements would not be considered a significant impact 
because Alternative A would provide for the continuation of the uses on the Airport and these 
actions would be considered consistent with the lease provisions. No impacts would occur. 
Therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

As with the Proposed Project, the Optimized Flights scenario does not propose any land use 
changes at the Airport or in the vicinity of the Airport. Consequently, under the Optimized Flights 
scenario, Alternative A would remain consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and 
programs.  

Impact 3.5-1, identified above, would also be applicable to Alternative A. Since the proposed 
parking structure has been sized to accommodate the vehicles associated with the minimum 
number of flights pursuant to the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, there would be 
insufficient parking for the Optimized Flights scenario. Therefore, the Optimized Flights scenario 
would likely induce airport land uses, in the form of airport parking, beyond the Airport boundary. 
This would be considered a significant impact; however, it is mitigated to a level of less than 
significant with the implementation of MM 3.8-2.  

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

As with all the Build Alternatives, Alternative B would comply with the various regulations 
applicable to construction activities, including the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations, 
various federal regulations, and the Noise Ordinance. It would not require the staging of 
equipment or construction related activities outside of the Airport boundaries. There would be no 
impacts and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative B would be consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, or programs of any 
agency with jurisdiction over the project. These include the City of Long Beach, SCAG, and the 
FAA. As with the Proposed Project, all the improvements associated with Alternative B would 
occur within the Airport Land Use District. This alternative provides for a new parking structure, 
alleviating the need for the off-site Airport parking provided in Lot D on the Boeing property. 
None of the other improvements would either directly or indirectly encourage the expansion of 
Airport uses beyond the Airport limits.  

The displacements on the Airport would be the same with this alternative as with the Proposed 
Project. As indicated above, these displacements would not be considered a significant impact 
because Alternative B would provide for the continuation of the uses on the Airport and these 
actions would be considered consistent with the lease provisions. No impacts would occur. 
Therefore, no mitigation would be required. 
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Alternative B with the Optimized Flights scenario would remain consistent with applicable land 
use plans, policies, and programs. Furthermore, Impact 3.5-1, identified above, would also be 
applicable to Alternative B. Since the proposed parking structure has been sized to 
accommodate the vehicles associates with the minimum number of flights pursuant to the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, there would be insufficient parking for the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Therefore, the Optimized Flights scenario would likely induce airport land uses, 
in the form of airport parking, beyond the Airport boundary. This would be considered a 
significant impact; however, it is mitigated to a level of less than significant with the 
implementation of MM 3.8-2.  

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction-related impacts in that it does not propose any 
construction activities. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any modifications that would result in an inconsistency with the 
applicable plans and policies. For this alternative, Impact 3.5-1 would be a project impact with 
both the current flight levels, as well as the Optimized Flights scenario. As previously discussed, 
the use of Lot D was provided as a temporary solution to address the insufficient parking at the 
Airport. Current indications are these facilities would not be available on a long-term basis. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that Alternative C would induce airport land uses, in the 
form of airport parking, beyond the Airport boundary. This is a significant, unavoidable impact. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Alternative C with the Optimized Flights scenario would remain consistent with applicable land 
use plans, policies, and programs. As indicated above, Impact 3.5-1 would apply to 
Alternative C both with and without the Optimized Flights scenario. This would be considered a 
significant impact. 

3.5.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

MM 3.8-2 (See Section 3.8.3) would provide mitigation for the potential land use impact 
associated with the Optimized Flights scenario. However, the additional flights are not a 
component of the Proposed Project and it is not certain that the conditions required to allow the 
additional flights would occur.  

3.5.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project, Alternative A and Alternative B would not result in any land use impacts. 
However, Alternative C and the Optimized Flights scenario for all the alternatives would result in 
an avoidable, significant impact associated with the inducement of airport land uses, in the form 
of airport parking, beyond the Airport boundary. For the Proposed Project, Alternative A and 
Alternative B with the Optimized Flights scenario this impact would be reduced to a level of less 
than significant with implementation of MM 3.8-2. This would remain a significant unavoidable 
impact with Alternative C. However, it should be noted, the Optimized Flights scenario is not 
part of the Proposed Project and there is no certainty that it will ever be achieved.  
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3.6 NOISE 

This section of the EIR is summarized from the technical report prepared by Mestre Greve 
Associates titled, Long Beach Airport Improvements. The complete technical report is contained 
in Appendix F, and includes more detailed description of reference materials, modeling 
assumptions and results of the analysis.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Because of the complexity of the noise analysis the following discussion provides background 
information on the characteristics of noise. More detailed information on the metrics and 
methodologies used to assess noise impacts, as well as terminology are provided in the 
technical report cited above. 

Characteristics of Sound  

Sound Level and Frequency. Sound can be technically described in terms of the sound 
pressure (amplitude) and frequency (similar to pitch). Sound pressure is a direct measure of the 
magnitude of a sound without consideration for other factors that may influence its perception. 
Sound pressures are generally expressed on a logarithmic scale, with the Decibel (dB) used as 
the standard unit of measurement of sound.  

The frequency (pitch) of a sound is expressed as Hertz (Hz) or cycles per second. The normal 
audible frequency for young adults is 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz. Community noise, including aircraft 
and motor vehicles, typically ranges between 50 Hz and 5,000 Hz. The human ear is not equally 
sensitive to all frequencies. As a result of this, various methods of frequency weighting have 
been developed. The most common weighting is the A-weighted noise curve (dBA), which 
compensates by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of 
the human ear. In the A-weighted decibel, everyday sounds normally range from 30 dBA (very 
quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud). Most community noise analyses are based upon the A-weighted 
decibel scale. Examples of various sound environments, expressed in dBA, are presented in 
Exhibit 3.6-1. 

Propagation of Noise. Human perception of outdoor sound level decreases as the distance 
from the source increases. Other factors that result in a decrease in sound level are wave 
divergence, atmospheric absorption and ground attenuation. As the sound wave travels away 
from the source, the sound energy is dispersed over a greater area decreasing the sound power 
of the wave. Generally, the noise level is reduced at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of the distance. 
Additionally, discussion on the atmospheric absorption of sound and ground attenuation is 
presented in the technical study.  

Duration of Sound. Annoyance from a noise event increases with increased duration of the 
noise event, (i.e., the longer the noise event, the more annoying it is). The "effective duration" of 
a sound is the time between when a sound rises above the background sound level until it drops 
back below the background level. Duration is an important factor in describing sound in a 
community setting. The relationship between duration and noise level is the basis of the 
equivalent energy principal of sound exposure. Reducing the acoustic energy of a sound by one 
half results in a 3 dB reduction. Doubling the duration of the sound increases the total energy of 
the event by 3 dB. This equivalent energy principal is based upon the premise that the potential 
for a noise to impact a person is dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise. 
Noise metrics such as CNEL, DNL, LEQ and SENEL, which are discussed later in this section, 
are all based upon the equal energy principle. 
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Change in Noise. The human ear is a far better detector of relative differences in sound levels 
than absolute values of levels. Under controlled laboratory conditions a person can just barely 
detect a sound level change of approximately one decibel for sounds in the mid-frequency 
region. When ordinary noises are heard, a young healthy ear can detect changes of two to three 
decibels. A five-decibel change is readily noticeable while a 10-decibel change is judged by 
most people as a doubling or a halving of the loudness of the sound. It is typical in 
environmental documents to consider a 3 dB change as potentially discernable. 

Masking Effect. The ability of one sound to limit a listener from hearing another sound is known 
as the masking effect. The presence of one sound effectively raises the threshold of audibility 
for the hearing of a second sound. For a signal to be heard, it must exceed the threshold of 
hearing for that particular individual and exceed the masking threshold for the background 
noise.  

Sound Rating Scales 

Many factors influence sound perception and tolerance of the sound. This includes not only 
physical characteristics of the sound but also secondary influences such as sociological and 
external factors. Sound rating scales are developed in reaction to the factors affecting human 
response to sound. 

Noise metrics are categorized as single event metrics and cumulative metrics. Single event 
metrics describe the noise from individual events, such as one aircraft flyover. Cumulative 
metrics describe the noise in terms of the total noise exposure throughout the day. Noise 
metrics used in this study are summarized below. More detail is provided in the technical report 
provided in Appendix F. 

Single Event Metrics 

•  Frequency Weighted Metrics (dBA). Frequency weighted networks are widely 
accepted tools for measuring and computing sound loudness levels. The A-weighting 
(dBA) scale is widely used in community noise analysis. Its advantages are that it has 
shown good correlation with community response and is easily measured. The metrics 
used in this study are all based upon the dBA scale. 

•  Maximum Noise Level. The highest noise level reached during a noise event is called 
the "Maximum Noise Level," or Lmax. 

•  Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) or Sound Exposure Level (SEL). 
Another metric that is reported for aircraft flyovers is the Single Event Noise Exposure 
Level (SENEL). This metric is essentially equivalent to the Sound Exposure (SEL) 
metric. It is computed from dBA sound levels. The SENEL metric takes into account the 
maximum noise level of the event and the duration of the event. For aircraft flyovers, the 
SENEL value is typically about 10 dBA higher than the maximum noise level. Single 
event metrics are a convenient method for describing noise from individual aircraft 
events. This metric is useful in that airport noise models contain aircraft noise curve data 
based upon the SENEL metric. In addition, cumulative noise metrics such as LEQ, 
CNEL and DNL can be computed from SENEL data. 
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Cumulative Metrics 

Cumulative noise metrics assess community response to noise by including the loudness of the 
noise, the duration of the noise, the total number of noise events and the time of day these 
events occur into one single rating scale. 

•  Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state 
A-weighted sound level containing the same total energy as several SEL events during a 
given sample period. Leq is the "energy" average noise level during the time period of 
the sample. It is based on the observation that the potential for noise annoyance is 
dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise. Leq can be measured for 
any time period, but is typically measured for 15 minutes, 1 hour or 24-hours. Leq for 
one hour is called Hourly Noise Level (HNL) in the California Airport Noise Regulations 
and is used to develop Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) values for aircraft 
operations. 

•  Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is a 24-hour, time-weighted energy 
average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel. It is a measure of the overall noise 
experienced during an entire day. The term “time-weighted” refers to the penalties 
attached to noise events occurring during certain sensitive time periods. In the CNEL 
scale, noise occurring between the hours of 7 PM and 10 PM is penalized by 
approximately 5 dB. This penalty accounts for the greater potential for noise to cause 
communication interference during these hours, as well as typically lower ambient noise 
levels during these hours. Noise that takes place during the night (10 PM to 7 AM) is 
penalized by 10 dB. This penalty was selected to attempt to account for the higher 
sensitivity to noise in the nighttime and the expected further decrease in background 
noise levels that typically occur in the nighttime. Examples of various noise 
environments in terms of CNEL are presented in Exhibit 3.6-2. CNEL is specified for use 
in the California Airport Noise Regulations and is used by local planning agencies in their 
General Plan Noise Element for land use compatibility planning. 

•  Day Night Noise Level (DNL). The DNL index is very similar to CNEL but does not 
include the evening (7 PM to 10 PM) penalty that is included in CNEL. It does include 
the nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) penalty. Typically DNL is about 1 dB lower than CNEL, 
although the difference may be greater if there is an abnormal concentration of noise 
events in the 7 to 10 PM time period. DNL is specified by the FAA for airport noise 
assessment and by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for community noise 
and airport noise assessment. The FAA guidelines (described later) allow for the use of 
CNEL as a substitute to DNL. 

Effects of Noise on Humans 

Noise is known to have several adverse effects on humans. From these known adverse effects 
of noise, criteria have been established to help protect the public health and safety and prevent 
disruption of certain human activities. The following briefly describes the effects of noise on 
people: 

• Hearing loss is generally not a concern in community noise problems, even very near a 
major airport or a major freeway. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) identifies a noise exposure limit of 90 dBA for 8 hours per day to protect from 
hearing loss (higher limits are allowed for shorter duration exposures). Noise levels in 
neighborhoods, even in very noisy neighborhoods, are not sufficiently loud to cause 
hearing loss. 
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• Communication interference includes speech interference and interference with activities 
such as watching television. Normal conversational speech is in the range of 60 to 
65 dBA and any noise in this range or louder may interfere with speech.  

• Sleep interference is one of the major causes of annoyance due to community noise. 
Extensive research has been conducted on the effect of noise on sleep disturbance. 
Recommended values for desired sound levels in residential bedroom space range from 
25 to 45 dBA with 35 to 40 dBA being the norm. In 1981, the National Association of 
Noise Control Officials published data on the probability of sleep disturbance with 
various single event noise levels. Based on laboratory experiments exposure to 75 dBA 
interior noise level event will awaken people in 30 percent of the cases. However, more 
recent research from England has shown once a person was asleep, that it is unlikely 
that they will be awakened by a noise. The significant difference in the recent English 
study is the use of actual in-home sleep disturbance patterns as opposed to laboratory 
data that had been the historic basis for predicting sleep disturbance. The main finding 
was that only a minority of aircraft noise events affected sleep, and, for most subjects, 
domestic and other non-aircraft factors had much greater effects. As shown in 
Exhibit 3.6-3, aircraft noise was a minor contributor among a host of other factors that 
lead to awakening response. Additional studies on sleep interference were conducted by 
the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) and the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN). Additional detail on these studies is provided in 
the technical report (Appendix F) and the full FICAN report can be found on the Internet 
at www.fican.org.). Briefly, the FICAN recommended a curve based on the upper limit of 
the data presented and to represent the “maximum percent of the exposed population 
expected to be behaviorally awakened,” or the “maximum awakened.” The FICAN 
recommendation is shown on Exhibit 3.6-4. This is a very conservative approach.  

• Physiological responses of noise on people are measurable effects, such as changes in 
pulse rate, blood pressure, etc. While such effects can be induced and observed, the 
extent these physiological responses cause harm or are a sign of harm is unknown. 
While annoyance and sleep/speech interference have been acknowledged, health 
effects, if they exist, are associated with a wide variety of other environmental stressors. 
In a review of 30 studies conducted worldwide between 1993 and 1998, a team of 
international researchers concluded that, while some findings suggest that noise can 
affect health, improved research concepts and methods are needed to verify or discredit 
such a relationship.  

• Annoyance is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe. Annoyance is a very 
individual characteristic and can vary widely from person to person. What one person 
considers tolerable can be quite unbearable to another of equal hearing capability. The 
level of annoyance, of course, depends on the characteristics of the noise 
(i.e., loudness, frequency, time, and duration), and how much activity interference 
(e.g., speech interference and sleep interference) results from the noise. However, the 
level of annoyance is also a function of the attitude of the receiver. It has been estimated 
that 2 to 10 percent of the population is highly susceptible to annoyance from any noise 
not of their own making, while approximately 20 percent are unaffected by noise.  

Annoyance levels have been correlated to CNEL levels. Exhibit 3.6-5 relates DNL noise 
levels to community response from two of these surveys. It displays the percent of a 
populace that is likely to be annoyed by various DNL (CNEL in California) values for 
residential land use with outdoor activity areas. At 65 dB DNL the Schultz curve predicts 
approximately 14 percent of the exposed population reporting themselves to be “highly 
annoyed.” At 60 dB DNL this decreases to approximately 8 percent of the population. 
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The Schultz curve and recent updates include data having a very wide range of scatter 
with communities near some airports reporting much higher percentages of population 
highly annoyed at these noise exposure levels. It should be noted that annoyance levels 
have never been statistically correlated to SENEL in any airport-related study. 

• The potential for aircraft noise to interfere with classroom activities and learning has 
been the subject of much recent research. Studies from around the world indicate that 
noise from vehicle traffic, railroad and aircraft can have adverse effects on reading 
ability, concentration, motivation, and long-term learning retention. A complicating factor 
in this research is the extent of background noise from within the classroom itself. 
According to these studies, a variety of adverse school room effects can be expected 
from interior noise levels equal to or exceeding 65 CNEL and or 85 dBA SEL. Some 
interference with classroom activities can be expected with noise events that interfere 
with speech. As discussed in other sections of this report, speech interference begins at 
65 dBA, which is the level of normal conversation. Typical construction attenuates 
outdoor noise by 20 dBA with windows closed and 12 dBA with windows open. Thus 
some interference of classroom activities can be expected when outdoor levels reach 
77 to 85 dBA. 

Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

Noise metrics quantify community response to various noise exposure levels. Noise standards 
generally are expressed in terms of the DNL 24-hour averaging scale. In California CNEL is 
generally used. Both are based on the A-weighted decibel. Utilizing these metrics and surveys, 
agencies have developed standards for assessing the compatibility of various land uses with the 
noise environment. There are no single event noise based noise/land use compatibility criteria 
that have been adopted by the Federal Government or the State of California. 

The following provides an overview of noise and land use criteria useful in the evaluation of 
noise impacts. The Federal Aviation Administration has a long history of publishing noise/land 
use assessment criteria for airports. These laws and regulations provide the basis for local 
development of airport plans, analyses of airport impacts, and the enactment of compatibility 
policies. Other agencies including the EPA, the Department of Defense, the State of California, 
and most cities, including the City of Long Beach, have developed noise/land use compatibility 
criteria. 

Federal Aviation Administration 

• Airport and Airway improvement Act of 1982, as amended (Public Laws 91-258 
and 94-353) 

This act, which lists the location of airports in the national system of airports, also 
establishes the federal requirements for funding of airport planning under the Planning 
Grant Program (PGP) and airport development under Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP). Additionally, the Act directs the preparation of a National Airport System Plan 
(NASP) that lists the location of airports in the national system of airports and the 
recommended development of each. 

Among the conditions for Federal funding are two requirements involving airport/land 
use compatibility. As a condition to the receipt of AIP funds, the airport sponsor (owner) 
must, among other things, give assurances that aerial approaches to the airport are 
adequately cleared and action has been or will be taken to the extent reasonable, to 
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restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities 
compatible with normal airport operations.  

• U.S. Department of Transportation/FAA Aviation Noise Abatement Policy 

This policy, adopted in 1976, sets forth the noise abatement authorities and 
responsibilities of the Federal Government, airport proprietors, State and Local 
governments, the air carriers, air travelers and shippers, and airport area residents and 
prospective residents. The basic thrust of the policy is that the FAA's role is primarily one 
of regulating noise at its source (the aircraft) plus supporting local efforts to develop 
airport noise abatement plans. The FAA will give high priority in the allocation of AIP 
funds to projects designed to ensure compatible use of land near airports, but it is the 
role of State and Local governments and airport proprietors to undertake the land use 
and operational actions necessary to promote compatibility. 

• Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 

Among the stated purposes of this act is "To provide assistance to airport operators to 
prepare and carry out noise compatibility programs." The law establishes funding for 
noise compatibility planning and sets the requirements by which airport operators can 
apply for funding. This is also the law by which Congress mandated that FAA develop an 
airport community noise metric that would be used by all federal agencies assessing or 
regulating aircraft noise. The result was DNL. Because California already had a well-
established airport community noise metric in CNEL, and because CNEL and DNL are 
so similar, FAA expressly allows CNEL to be used in lieu of DNL in noise assessments 
performed for California airports. The law does not require any airport to develop a noise 
compatibility program. 

• Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 150, "Airport Noise Compatibility Planning 

As a means of implementing the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act, the FAA 
adopted Regulations on Airport Noise Compatibility Planning Programs. The FAA 
published noise and land use compatibility charts to be used for land use planning with 
respect to aircraft noise. An expanded version of this chart appears in Aviation Circular 
150/5020-1 (dated August 5, 1983) and is reproduced in Exhibit 3.6-6. These guidelines 
represent recommendations to local authorities for determining acceptability and 
permissibility of land uses. The guidelines recommend a maximum amount of noise 
exposure (in terms of the cumulative noise metric DNL) that might be considered 
acceptable or compatible to people in living and working areas. Residential land use is 
deemed acceptable for noise exposures up to 65 dB DNL. The FAA permits substitution 
of CNEL for DNL in California. 

• Federal Aviation Order 5050.4 and Directive 1050.1E for Environmental Analysis of 
Aircraft Noise Around Airports 

The FAA has developed guidelines (Order 5050.4D) for the environmental analysis of 
airports. Federal requirements now dictate that increases in noise levels in noise 
sensitive land uses of over 1.5 dB DNL within the 65 dB DNL contour are considered 
significant (1050.1E Directive 6.08.04). The directive goes on further to discuss potential 
impacts within the 60 to 65 DNL contour: 

“14.4c. In accordance with the 1992 FICON (Federal Interagency Committee on 
Noise) recommendations, examination of noise levels between DNL 65 and 
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60 dB should be done if determined to be appropriate after application of the 
FICON screening procedure (FICON p.3-5). If screening shows that noise 
sensitive areas at or above DNL 65 dB will have an increase of DNL 1.5 dB or 
more, further analysis should be conducted to identify noise-sensitive areas 
between DNL 60-65 dB having an increase of DNL 3 dB or more due to the 
proposed action. The potential for mitigating noise in those areas should be 
considered, including consideration of the same range of mitigation options 
available at DNL 65 dB and higher and eligibility for federal funding. This is not to 
be interpreted as a commitment to fund or otherwise implement mitigation 
measures in any particular area. (FICON p. 3-7).” 

• Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 

The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (PL 101-508, 104 Stat. 1388), also known 
as ANCA or the Noise Act, established two broad directives to the FAA: (1) Establish a 
method to review aircraft noise, airport use or airport access restrictions, imposed by 
airport proprietors; and (2) institute a program to phase-out Stage 2 aircraft over 
75,000 pounds by December 31, 1999. Stage 2 aircraft are older, noisier aircraft (B-737-
200, B-727 and DC-9); Stage 3 aircraft are newer, quieter aircraft (B-737-300, B-757, 
MD80/90).  

Part 161 sets out the requirements and procedures for implementing new airport use 
and access restrictions by airport proprietors. Proprietors must use the DNL metric to 
measure noise effects and the Part 150 land use guideline table, including 65 dB DNL, 
as the threshold contour to determine compatibility, unless there is a locally adopted 
more stringent standard. CNEL would be an acceptable surrogate for DNL.  

The regulation identifies three types of use restrictions and treats each one differently: 
(1) negotiated restrictions, (2) Stage 2 aircraft restrictions, and (3) Stage 3 aircraft 
restrictions. Generally speaking, any use restriction affecting the number or times of day 
of aircraft operations will be considered an access restriction. Even though the Part 91 
phase-out does not apply to aircraft under 75,000 pounds, FAA has determined that 
Part 161 limitations on proprietors’ authority apply to the smaller aircraft. 

Negotiated restrictions are more favorable from the FAA’s standpoint, but still require 
unwieldy procedures for approval and implementation. In order to be effective the 
agreements normally must be agreed to by all airlines using the airport. 

Stage 2 restrictions are more difficult, because one of the major reasons for ANCA was 
to discourage local restrictions more stringent than the 1999 phase-out already 
contained in ANCA. To comply with the regulation and institute a new Stage 2 restriction, 
the proprietor must generally do two things. It must prepare a cost/benefit analysis of the 
proposed restriction and give proper notice. The cost/benefit analysis is extensive and 
entails considerable evaluation. Stage 2 restrictions do not require approval by the FAA, 
but it can be challenged by the FAA if not deemed to be “reasonable” based on the 
airport proprietor’s FAA Grant “Sponsor’s Assurances.” 

Stage 3 restrictions are even more difficult to implement. A Stage 3 restriction involves 
considerable additional analysis, justification, evaluation and financial discussion. In 
addition, a Stage 3 restriction must result in a decrease in noise exposure of the 65 dB 
DNL to noise sensitive land uses (residences, schools, churches, parks). The regulation 
requires both public notice and FAA approval. 
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ANCA applies to all new local noise restrictions and amendments to existing restrictions 
proposed after October 1990. The noise regulations and access restrictions established 
by the City of Long Beach at Long Beach Airport were implemented prior to the 1990 
deadline in ANCA and are ‘Grandfathered’ under the terms of the act. 

Environmental Protection Agency Noise Assessment Guidelines 

• Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health 
and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety 

In March 1974, in response to a federal statutory mandate, the EPA published this 
document (EPA 550/9-74-004) describing 55 dB DNL as the requisite level with an 
adequate margin of safety for areas with outdoor uses, including residences and 
recreational areas. This document does not constitute EPA regulations or standards. It is 
intended to "provide State and Local governments as well as the Federal Government 
and the private sector with an informational point of departure for the purpose of 
decision-making." These levels were developed for suburban type uses, with some 
urban settings, the noise levels will be substantially above this level. These EPA 
guidelines have not been adopted or recommended for use by the FAA, the State of 
California, or the City of Long Beach. 

State of California  

The State of California has multiple regulations and standards that apply to airports. These are 
briefly summarized below. 

• The Aeronautics Division of the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
enforces the California Airport Noise Regulations. These regulations establish 65 dB 
CNEL as the noise impact boundary within which there shall be no incompatible land 
uses. Airports are responsible for achieving compliance with these regulations. 
Compliance can be achieved through noise abatement alternatives, land acquisition, 
land use conversion, land use restrictions, or sound insulation of structures. Airports not 
in compliance can operate under variance procedures established within the regulations.  

• California Noise Insulation Standards apply to all multi-family dwellings built in the State. 
Single-family residences are exempt from these regulations. The regulations require that 
all multi-family dwellings with exterior noise exposures greater that 60 dB CNEL must be 
sound insulated such that the interior noise level will not exceed 45 dB CNEL. These 
requirements apply to all roadway, rail, and airport noise sources.  

• The State of California requires that all municipal General Plans contain a Noise 
Element. The requirements for the Noise Element of the General Plan include describing 
the noise environment quantitatively using a cumulative noise metric such as CNEL or 
DNL, establishing noise/land use compatibility criteria, and establishing programs for 
achieving and/or maintaining compatibility. Noise elements shall address all major noise 
sources in the community including mobile and stationary sources. 

• Airport Land Use Commissions were created by State Law for the purpose of 
establishing a regional level of land use compatibility between airports and their 
surrounding environs. The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission has 
adopted an Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for Los Angeles County airports 
including Long Beach Airport. The AELUP establishes noise/land use acceptability 
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criteria for sensitive land uses at 65 dB CNEL for outdoor areas and 45 dB CNEL for 
indoor areas of residential land uses.  

City of Long Beach 

The regulatory framework adopted by the City of Long Beach that applies to noise and land use 
compatibility includes the Noise Element of the General Plan and the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance. The General Plan Noise Element of the City of Long Beach was developed in 1974 
and has not been updated since. The noise element does not have specific citywide noise 
standards, but it does utilize and reference the State of California Airport Noise Regulations and 
the 65 CNEL as the noise impact boundary for the Airport. 

The City of Long Beach adopted an Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, which includes two 
major components. The first establishes SENEL for aircraft operating into and out of the Airport. 
The second establishes a noise budget for the various categories of aircraft at the Airport. Both 
are described below. 

Maximum SENEL Limits. Ordinance Section 16.43.04 establishes a maximum single event 
noise limits standards for all non-governmental aircraft operating at the Airport. The noise office 
at the Airport monitors these levels for each flight with a state of the art noise monitoring 
system. The noise monitor locations are shown in Exhibit 3.6-7. The ordinance allows the 
Airport Manager to adjust permissible single event noise limits for each category of airport users 
in order to reduce the group's cumulative noise levels. The SENEL limits for all non-
governmental operations are shown in Table 3.6-1.  

TABLE 3.6-1 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT NOISE COMPATIBILITY ORDINANCE SENEL 

LIMITS 
 

Runway 
7AM – 10PM 
(Dep/Arrival) 

10PM – 11PM and 
6AM – 7AM 

(Dep/Arrival) 
11PM – 6AM 
(Dep/Arrival) 

Monitoring Station 
No. 

(Dep/Arrival) 
30 102.5/101.5 90/90 79/79 9/10 
12 102.5/101.5 90/90 79/79 10/9 

25R 92/88 – 1 – 1 6/1 
25L 95/93 – 1 – 1 5/2 
7R 95/92 – 1 – 1 2/5 
7L 88/92 – 1 – 1 1/6 

1 Except in case of emergency or air traffic direction, all aircraft operations between the hours of 10PM and 7AM are limited 
to runways 30 and 12. 

The ordinance also addresses violations of the standards shown in Table 3.6-1. It allows 
violations occurring during the period between 10PM and 11PM that are the result of 
unanticipated delays beyond the reasonable control of the aircraft owner/operator to be waived. 
Additionally, it states, “The SENEL limits for the period from 6AM-7AM and from 10PM-11PM 
shall be subject to revision at the end of the fourth calendar quarter following the implementation 
of this Chapter. If, for the period covered by the four calendar quarters following the 
implementation of this Chapter, cumulative aircraft noise has exceeded the level allowed by 
Section 16.43.050A, these limits shall be reduced to 85 SENEL. The SENEL for the period from 
6AM-7AM and from 10PM-11PM shall, however, revert to 90 SENEL if, for any subsequent four 
quarters, cumulative aircraft noise has not exceeded the level allowed by Section 16.43.050.” 
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Noise Budget: The City’s Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance includes Section 16.43.050, 
Cumulative Noise Limits and Noise Budgets, and Section 16.43.060, Compliance with Noise 
Budgets. The Technical Appendix to Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code includes 
the Noise Contribution Budgets for five groups of operators including Air Carrier, Commuters, 
Industrial, Charter and General Aviation users. Exhibit 3.6-8 shows a pie chart depicting the 
aircraft operator categories and the percent of the budget allocated to each category. The 
method of measuring compliance with the budget limits is complex. The following paragraphs 
describe how the budget is calculated for the air carrier and cargo category of the budget. 

Compliance with the noise budget is based on the measured SENEL taken at noise monitors 
9 and 10. The conversion of the measured SEL at remote monitoring terminals (RMT) 9 and 
RMT 10 is done according to the budget definitions and as prescribed in the City’s Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. 

The first step in analyzing the data is to convert the noise measurements made at RMT 9 and 
RMT 10 to the noise level at the nearest residences to Runway 12/30. For RMT 9 the noise 
level is increased by 1.1 dB and at RMT 10 the noise level is increased by 0.9 dB to account for 
the fact that the nearest homes are closer to the runway than the actual monitoring stations. 

The next step is to convert the noise level at the nearest home to an equivalent number of 
daytime flights of the ‘standard’ aircraft that is built into the budget. These equivalent daytime 
flights are termed “budget units.” The ‘standard’ aircraft noise level is the SEL that 100 daytime 
flights would have to have to produce a CNEL of 65 dB at the nearest residence.  

The equation for CNEL as a function of SEL and number of daytime flights is as follows: 

  CNEL = SEL +10Log10Neq − 49.4  

The above equation can be solved for a value of 65 CNEL and 100 daytime flights and the 
result is that the ‘standard’ aircraft SEL is 94.4 dB. The task of converting the actual SEL to an 
equivalent number of budget units is done using the following equation: 

  N =
10SEL /10

1094.4 /10  

The N computed in the above equation is the number of equivalent noise budget units that are 
contributed to the budget for a daytime flight. If the flight occurred between the hours of 7 PM 
and 10 PM, the result is multiplied by a factor of 3. If the flight occurred between the hours of 
10 PM and 7 AM the result is multiplied by a factor 10. Note that for purposes of this 
computation, the evening penalty begins at 7:00:00 PM and ends at 9:59:59 PM and the night 
penalty begins at 10:00:00 PM and ends at 6:59:59 AM. There are no exceptions to the evening 
and night penalties. For example, an aircraft may begin its takeoff roll prior to 10 PM but 
produce a noise event at RMT 9 or 10 after 10 PM. In that case the after 10 PM penalty is 
applied. 

Table 3.6-2 lists the aircraft operator categories included in the noise budget and the percent of 
the noise budget allocated to each category. 

 
TABLE 3.6-2 

BUDGET CATEGORIES AND ALLOCATED BUDGET 
 

Airport User Category Residences Nearest to Residences Nearest to 
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Station 9 Station 10 
Air Carriers 70.7 84.6 
Commuters 0.4 3.6 
Industrial 8.5 6.6 
Charter 0.14 0.09 
General Aviation 23 26.0 
Total: 102.74 120.89 
Budget number represents number of operations, weighted by time of day and noise level. 
 
Source: City of Long Beach Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, 1995. 

 
An interesting characteristic of the budget is that the number of equivalent flights permitted does 
not add up to 100 flights. That is because the budget was set to the number of equivalent 
operations that were flown during the baseline period from November 1989 through October 
1990, except that the industrial budget was increased to reflect the projected flights by new 
aircraft not in regular operation during the baseline period. 

During the baseline period, there were 102.74 equivalent flights at residences nearest RMT 9 
and 120.89 equivalent flights at residences nearest Station 10 (including industrial budget 
increases as requested by industrial users at the time the budget was adopted). The 102.74 and 
120.89 equivalent flights can be used to compute the CNEL at the residences during the 
baseline period using the previously calculated 94.4 dB SENEL noise level for an equivalent 
flight. The CNEL computed for the residences near RMT 9 and 10 are 65.1 and 65.8 dB 
respectively. These are the CNEL values (less military and non-Runway 30/12 noise) that the 
budget permits at the nearest residences.  

The terms of the Airport noise budget also includes a provision that the air carrier/cargo 
category is permitted a minimum of 41 departures per day and commuter operators are 
permitted a minimum of 25 departures per day. The budget allows the City to allocate additional 
flights if the air carriers or commuters operate below the allocated noise budget.  

METHODOLOGY 

The methods used in this report for describing existing noise and forecasting the future noise 
environment relies heavily on computer noise modeling. The noise environment is commonly 
depicted in terms of lines of equal noise levels, or noise contours. These noise contours are 
supplemented with specific noise data for selected points on the ground. The computer noise 
models used in this report are described below.  

Computer Modeling 

Noise contour modeling is a very key element of this noise study. Generating accurate noise 
contours is largely dependent on the use of a reliable, validated, and updated noise model. It is 
imperative that these contours be accurate for the meaningful analysis of noise impacts. The 
computer model can then be used to predict the changes to the noise environment as a result of 
any of the alternatives under consideration.  

The FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 6.1 was used to model aircraft operations at 
the Airport. The INM is a large computer program developed to plot noise contours for airports. 
This program has an extensive database of civilian and military aircraft noise characteristics and 
this most recent version of INM incorporates advanced plotting features. Noise contour files 
from the INM were loaded into the Arcview™ Geographic Information System (GIS) software for 
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plotting and land use analysis. Acoustical Analysis Associates, Inc. (AAAI) developed all of the 
CNEL contours presented in this report. Mestre Greve Associates developed the SENEL 
contours. 

Airport noise contours were generated in this study using the INM Version 6.1. The program is 
provided with standard aircraft noise and performance data for over 100 civilian aircraft types 
that can be tailored to the characteristics of the airport in question, as well as a database of 
military aircraft types. Version 6.1 includes newer aircraft, the ability to include run-ups in the 
computations, the ability to include topography in the computations, and the provision to vary 
aircraft altitude profiles in an automated fashion.  

One of the most important factors in generating accurate noise contours is the collection of 
accurate operational data. The INM program requires the input of the physical and operational 
characteristics of the airport for which noise is being evaluated. Aircraft data needed to generate 
noise contours include: 

• Number of aircraft operations by type 
• Types of aircraft 
• Day/Evening/Night time distribution by type 
• Flight tracks 
• Flight track utilization by type 
• Flight profiles 
• Typical operational procedures 
• Average Meteorological Conditions 

The information for model was provided in the Airport Quarterly Report for Period Ending 
December 31, 2004, prepared by Acoustical Analysis Associates, Inc.  

Optimized Flights Assumptions 

As previously indicated, the noise budget permits a minimum of 41 air carrier and cargo flights 
and 25 commuter flights daily. If the noise level and times of operations of these flights is such 
that the operations result in noise levels below the budget, additional flights may be added. 
Though the additional flights could occur regardless of whether the terminal area improvements 
are implemented, the City has included the impacts associated with the maximum reasonable 
increase in flights as part of this EIR. It must be stressed that the ability to increase flights would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific Airport Terminal facilities. The following 
outlines the assumptions on how many flights could be added beyond the 41 air carrier/cargo 
and 25 commuter flights if the fleet mix were quieter and there were fewer night operations. 

The purpose of this section is to present the results of an analysis to determine the realistic 
number of flights that could be accommodated under the Long Beach Airport Noise Budget if 
the airlines that operate at the Airport used an optimized fleet and reduced the number of 
nighttime operations. 

The assumptions used to develop this analysis are based on realistic assumptions about the 
fleet and time of operation as opposed to an idealized fleet with no night operations. In this 
context, realistic was defined according to the following rules: 

• Each airline would continue to operate in its current markets. For example, Jet Blue 
would continue to operate primarily to the east coast (with high operating weights) with 
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some flights to short destinations (with lower operating weights). The important aspect of 
this assumption is that Jet Blue would not become a short haul carrier, only serving 
Oakland, Las Vegas, Phoenix and the like. 

• For operations at the Airport, each airline would use the quietest aircraft currently in its 
fleet or on order. In other words, airlines would only fly aircraft they currently own or are 
firmly committed to purchase. 

• The nighttime noise budget penalty for operations between 10 PM and 7 AM is 
significant. In 2004, there were 531 night operations. For purposes of this analysis it was 
assumed that airlines would reduce their night operations by 50 percent from 2004 
levels. Due to weather, air traffic and security delays it is inconceivable that the airlines 
would achieve perfect performance and thereby eliminate all night flights. The purpose 
of using an assumption of a 50 percent reduction in night operations is to determine 
what effect this dramatic drop in night operations would have toward increasing flights.  

• If the fleet mix and number of night operations are optimized such that more than 
41 flights can be accommodated at Long Beach, the number of additional flights would 
depend on how many of the new flights occur during the evening and night hours. The 
more new flights during the evening (7 PM to 10 PM) and night hours (10 PM to 7 AM) 
would result in fewer new flights overall. For purposes of this analysis, it was assumed 
that all new flights would be distributed throughout day according to the present 
distribution of flights, with reduced night operations. Specifically, based on the 2004 and 
2003 budget year, 28 percent of any new flights would also occur during the evening 
hours (7 PM to 10 PM) and 1.7 percent would occur at night (10 PM to 7 AM).1  

Fleet Mix Assumptions. The following aircraft substitutions were assumed to optimize the fleet 
mix according the rules outlined above: 

• American Airlines exchanges all of their MD80 operations for the quieter B737-800 
aircraft. 

• Federal Express exchanges all B727 aircraft for the quieter A300 aircraft. 

• Jet Blue exchanges one-third of their A320 aircraft for the quieter E190 aircraft.2 

Resulting Additional Potential Flights. The number of potential additional flights beyond the base 
41 flights is dependent on the type of aircraft that is added and whether that aircraft is flown 
heavy (long haul destination) or flown light (short haul destination). Table 3.6-3 shows the 
sensitivity of the number of additional flights to aircraft type and the time of the flight. 

TABLE 3.6-3 
NUMBER OF POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL FLIGHTS1 BY AIRCRAFT TYPE 

 
 Base Aircraft2 Heavy A320 Average A320 B737-800 

                                                 
1 The 1.7 percent night operations reflects a 50 percent reduction from the actual level of night operations flown in 

budget year 2003 to reflect the previous assumption of a 50 percent improvement in night operation levels. 
Budget year 2003 showed 3.3 percent operations at night compared to 2.0 percent of operations in budget year 
2004. The budget year 2003 data were used here as “worst-case.” 

2 This assumed usage of the E190 is high relative to the assumption that Jet Blue continues to serve primarily east 
coast destinations; however, the E190 may be used on some domestic long haul flights. Therefore, it was 
included here to ensure that a future scenario in which Jet Blue moves many E190s into Long Beach is accounted 
for. 
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New flights 28% evening and  
1.7% night 6.4 7.6 11.3 7.8 
1 Beyond the minimum 41 daily flights allowed in the budget 
2 Base aircraft in the budget is defined as an aircraft that produces a noise exposure of 65 CNEL for 100 daytime flights. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 3.6-3 shows that the number of potential new flights is sensitive to the aircraft type. For 
example, if the new flights are a heavy A320 (east coast destination), then there is the potential 
to have 7.6 additional flights, but there may be as many as 11.3 additional flights if the A320 is 
flown at a lighter weight (i.e., to a closer destination). For purposes of this report, average A320 
would be used as the surrogate aircraft for estimating the number of additional flights that could 
possibly be accommodated under the budget. This is due to the fact that it is the most frequently 
flown air carrier aircraft at the Airport. Therefore, it is concluded that the largest number of 
additional flights that could be accommodated under the budget is approximately 11 flights per 
day. It should also be noted that in the allocation of any additional flights the City of Long Beach 
would have to allocate additional flights based on a commitment to operate specific aircraft 
types and destinations. 

The 41 air carrier flights, plus these additional air carrier flights, plus the full utilization of the 25 
commuter flights that are permitted by the budget constitute the maximum number of air carrier 
flights that could occur at the Airport with or without the proposed terminal area improvements. 
The 25 commuter flights would fill the commuter budget and there is not a foreseeable scenario 
in which additional commuter flights could be allocated under the budget. 

3.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Airport serves both general aviation and scheduled commercial passenger airline and cargo 
operations. Boeing and Gulfstream are industrial users that build and or modify aircraft for 
civilian and military use at facilities adjacent to the Airport. The use of the Airport is heavily 
regulated as a result of the environmental sensitivity of the local area, and because of airport-
related litigation. 

The Airport prepares quarterly and annual noise reports as part of its Noise Management 
Program. The Airport operates a noise and aircraft track monitoring systems known as Airport 
Noise and Operations Monitoring System (ANOMS). The data from this system are used to 
enforce the Airport SENEL limits and to calculate the status of the Airport noise budget. The 
noise levels of all commercial aircraft operations and many general aviation operations are 
recorded at 18 permanent noise-monitoring stations around the Airport. Both CNEL and SENEL 
are monitored and calculated for each day and each aircraft. A detailed report summarizing this 
information is compiled every three months, and each year an annual CNEL contour is 
computer modeled. Noise complaint data is also meticulously recorded and analyzed.  

Existing Operations  

In 2004, existing aircraft operations at the Airport totaled 339,258, of which some 27,485 were 
jet air carrier and cargo operations and 10,950 were general aviation jets. There were no 
commuter operations in 2004. General aviation propeller aircraft constituted 298,214 operations, 
and were clearly the dominate factor in terms of number of operations. However, the air carrier 
and cargo jets represent the most dominate source of community noise. A table summarizing 
the type and number of air carrier aircraft using the Airport in 2004 is provided in the technical 
report (Appendix F). 
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Existing Runways and Flight Track Utilization 

The flight tracks (i.e., pathways by which airplanes arrive at and depart from the Airport) at the 
Airport are well established to take advantage of the runway configuration and prevailing wind 
conditions. Runway 12/30, the long runway, is used for the larger aircraft including air carrier 
and cargo operations. Runway 25R is used for these operations when Runway 12/30 is not 
available. About 97 percent of jet air carrier and cargo operations occur on Runway 30, and 
winds result in use of Runway 12 less than 3 percent of the time. 

Existing Long Beach CNEL Contours and Land Use Impacts  

The CNEL contours used to depict existing noise exposure at the Airport are derived from the 
Noise Abatement Quarterly report for the last quarter of 2004. The contours were developed by 
AAAI as part of the quarterly noise reports they prepare for the Airport. The contours are 
depicted on Exhibit 3.6-9. The 2004 70 CNEL contour includes no residential or other noise 
sensitive land uses. The 65 to 70 CNEL contour includes 15 residential dwellings. The 60 to 
65 CNEL contour includes 1,890 residences. The areas within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour can 
be seen in Exhibit 3.6-9. 

In addition to the CNEL contours, specific CNEL values are reported for each permanent noise 
measurement site. Table 3.6-4 displays CNEL values at each of the monitoring locations for 
calendar year 2004. The data include the noise level due to community noise (non-aircraft), 
aircraft noise, and the total noise at each site. 

Existing Long Beach Aircraft Single Event Noise 

SENEL data for the Airport vary by aircraft type. Even for a given aircraft type, each flight 
operates at a different weight, as influenced by destination and load factor. SENEL contours are 
presented here for the reader to compare the noise levels that different aircraft make. 
Exhibits 3.6-10a and 3.6-10b shows the SENEL contours for arrivals to Runway 30 for a variety 
of the major aircraft that use this runway. Exhibits 3.6-11a and 3.6-11b shows the SENEL 
contours for departures on Runway 30 for these same aircraft. Note that two contours are 
shown for the A320, the aircraft used by Jet Blue. One is for a short flight to Oakland and the 
other is for a long flight to New York. The difference in fuel required for these flights results in a 
heavier and noisier departure for the New York-bound flight. Note that there are no SENEL 
contours for a single engine propeller aircraft operating on Runways 25 Right and Left because 
these aircraft did not produce an 85 SEL contour that leaves the Airport boundary. 

TABLE 3.6-4 
YEAR 2004 MEASURED CNEL AT LONG BEACH AIRPORT 

 
Site Community Aircraft Total 

1 57.7 52.4 58.8 
2 57.9 51.5 58.8 
3 64.6 58.8 65.7 
4 61.9 61.6 64.8 
5 71.5 53.4 71.6 
6 64.1 61.3 66.0 
7 62.0 58.4 63.5 
8 59.7 61.9 64.0 
9 60.8 63.8 65.5 
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10 68.6 64.8 70.1 
11 63.1 56.5 64.0 
12 67.3 54.9 67.5 
13 61.0 64.4 66.0 
14 60.5 60.4 63.5 
15 67.1 60.6 68.0 
16 86.9 66.5 86.9 
17 70.5 66.1 71.8 
18 63.6 69.0 70.0 

Source: City of Long Beach, AMONS, 2004. 

  

The SENEL contours shown in Exhibits 3.6-10 and 3.6-11ab are the 85 and 90 SENEL 
contours. The City Noise Ordinance limits SENEL values to a range between 79 and 102.5 dBA 
depending on runway, operation and time of day. There is no special significance to the 85 and 
90 SENEL contours, other than it is approximately midway between 79 and 102.5 dBA. A 
SENEL of 90 dBA would produce a maximum noise level of approximately 80 dBA outdoors, 
directly under the flight path. The indoor maximum noise level for such a flight would be 
approximately 68 dBA for a home directly under the flight path. The purpose of showing the 85 
and 90 SENEL contours is to provide a comparison of the noise levels generated by different 
aircraft types. 

Existing Long Beach Aircraft Time of Day of Operations 

Long Beach Airport operates under a nighttime restriction, which seeks to eliminate air carrier 
operations between 10 PM and 7 AM. General aviation operations may occur during these night 
hours, provided such operations meet the strict nighttime noise limits that are in effect (see 
Table 3.6-1). Even with the restriction on night operations of air carrier and cargo operations, 
weather, air traffic, and security delays result in air carrier and cargo operations during the night 
hours. During calendar year 2004 there were 28 percent evening and 2 percent night air carrier 
and cargo operations. A review of the year 2004, operations was used to generate the summary 
of night operations shown in Table 3.6-5. A total of 531 air carrier and cargo operations 
occurred during the night hours, however, more than half of these occurred within the first 
10 minutes after 10 PM. During all of 2004 a total of 25 operations occurred after 11 PM. The 
fact that these operations occurred during the night hours is reflected in the noise budget 
computations that apply a severe penalty to night operations. Even those operations that 
occurred within minutes after 10 PM are given the nighttime penalty for budget computation 
purposes.  

Planning Programs 

The Noise Element for the City of Long Beach General Plan was adopted in 1975. The Noise 
Element does not have specific citywide noise standards, but it does utilize and reference the 
State of California Airport Noise Regulations and the 65 CNEL as the noise impact boundary for 
the Airport. The policies pertain to development requirements for area surrounding the Airport 
rather than policies on Airport development or operations. Therefore, none of the policies are 
applicable to the Proposed Project. Similarly, the Airport Land Use Plan assumes the noise 
budget contained in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Ordinance and addresses compatibility 
of land uses surrounding the Airport. The City planning program applicable to the Airport is the 
Strategic Plan 2010.  
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TABLE 3.6-5 
NIGHT AIR CARRIER AND CARGO OPERATIONS FOR 2004 

 
Time Period Operations 
10:00 – 10:10 231 
10:10 – 10:20 74 
10:20 – 10:30 73 
10:30 – 10:40 62 
10:40 – 10:50 48 
10:50 – 11:00 18 

11:00 – Midnight 11 
Midnight – 7:00 14 

Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
Strategic Plan 2010 

The Strategic Plan 2010 has five goal areas, one of them being economic opportunities. Goal 3 
applies to the Airport. 

Economic Opportunity for All 

Goal 3: Balance business growth and neighborhood needs. 

• Expand Long Beach Airport business opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. 

• Take a leadership role with the Southern California Association of Governments 
to address future airport capacity needs of the region – maintaining noise and 
environmental limits at the Long Beach Airport. 

3.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach. The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would result in: 

Construction Noise 

• Construction activities that exceed the Noise Ordinance (Title 8 of the Municipal Code). 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

Airport Operations  

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the general plan, Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and applicable standards of 
State and Federal Agencies. 
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• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
existing levels existing without the project. 

Proposed Project 

The first three thresholds are related to construction related activities and would not be 
applicable to the Optimized Flights scenario. The last two thresholds pertain to on-going 
operations and would not apply to construction activities. Therefore, the discussion below is 
focused on the type of impact associated with each threshold. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Threshold 1: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in construction activities that exceed the Noise Ordinance (Title 8 
of the Municipal Code). 

Threshold 2: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

Threshold 3: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

Though public works projects are exempt from the provisions of the City of Long Beach 
Municipal Noise Ordinance (Section 8.80.010), the EIR used the Noise Ordinance as a basis for 
assessing noise impacts during construction. Exhibit 3.6-12 details the limits specified in the 
ordinance. 

The ordinance does not set specific noise limits for construction, but does limit the hours of 
construction. For purposes of this noise assessment the construction noise impacts would be 
assessed by comparing the construction noise levels with the noise levels permitted for other 
stationary noise sources in the city per Section 8.80.202 of the Municipal Code. If the noise 
limits were exceeded at any residential location, the construction would be deemed significant. 
The noise limits are for exterior areas of a residential land use and listed in Table 3.6-6 as 
follows:  

TABLE 3.6-6 
EXTERIOR NOISE LIMITS1 PER 

LONG BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 8.80.202 
 

Time Period 30 min 15 min 5 min 1 min Maximum 
7 AM to 10 PM 50 dBA 55 60 65 70 
10 PM to 7 AM 45 dBA 50 55 60 65 

1 Noise limits in terms of noise level in dBA that may not be exceeded for specified number of 
minutes in any one-hour and an absolute maximum. 

 
Source: City of Long Beach Municipal Code, 1988.  

 
Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 
generators can reach high levels. For the Proposed Project, the highest noise generating 
activities would include construction activities associated with the improvements in the terminal 
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area and construction of the parking structure. None of these activities would occur in the 
vicinity of noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential development, churches, schools). The 
closest homes to construction of this nature are the homes east of the project site across 
Lakewood Boulevard and on the far side of the golf course. The terminal area construction 
activity that would occur nearest these homes is the construction of the parking garage. The 
distance from the nearest edge of the parking garage to the nearest home is approximately 
2,185 feet.  

For the terminal area the “worst-case” examples of construction noise at 50 feet are presented 
in Exhibit 3.6-13. The peak noise level for most of the equipment that would be used during the 
construction is 70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. To determine “worst-case” construction 
noise impacts, noise levels at the nearest homes 2,185 feet away are estimated using the 
loudest noise level for each type of construction equipment shown in Exhibit 3.6-13. The results 
of this analysis are shown in Table 3.6-7 for the loudest types of construction equipment. It is 
included as a “worst-case” analysis. Nighttime construction on the parking structure is not 
proposed; however, even if it were deemed necessary, no impacts associated with construction 
in the terminal area would occur. Nighttime construction of the terminal improvements may be 
required, though the Terminal Building is further from the homes than the parking structure, no 
impacts would occur with nighttime construction. Additionally, the distance from the project site 
to the nearest residence is far enough that there would be no groundborne vibration.  

TABLE 3.6-7 
MAXIMUM TERMINAL AREA CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT 

RECEPTORS ACROSS LAKEWOOD BOULEVARD 
 

Equipment 
Reference at 

50 feet 
Spherical 
Spreading 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBA at 

Nearest 
Residence1 Lateral 

Attenuation 
Atmospheric 
Absorption 

Net Noise 
Level 

Front Loader 97 64.2 12.7 1.8 49.7 
Jackhammer 99 66.2 12.7 1.8 51.7 
Concrete Mixer 90 57.2 12.7 1.8 42.7 
Crane 96 63.2 12.7 1.8 48.7 
1 Distance of 2,185 feet 
Measurements given in dBA. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

The construction activities on Parcel O would be more limited than those required for 
construction of the parking structure and terminal improvements. This area would potentially 
operate as a temporary parking lot while the parking structure is being constructed, then as tie-
down and small hangars for general aviation aircraft. Construction activities would include some 
clearing, leveling, paving, construction of hangars, and minor improvements such as security 
gates and lighting. The closest existing houses to this area are the homes east of Clark Avenue, 
which are approximately 275 feet away at the nearest point of Parcel O. However, since 
construction would not occur on the narrow “panhandle” portion of the parcel, the closest 
construction would be approximately 1,000 feet away from the nearest residence. Additionally, a 
berm is located along Clark Street that provides approximately nine dBA of attenuation to the 
nearby residences. The noise level estimated for the homes nearest Parcel O (across Clark 
Avenue from the airport) is approximately 55 dBA Lmax (daytime limit is 70 dBA) and an 
average noise level of 50 dBA (daytime limit is 50 dBA). During daytime hours the traffic noise 
on Clark Avenue would mask the construction noise and no significant impact is anticipated.  
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The City of Long Beach does not set noise limits for construction, though the Noise Ordinance 
does limit the hours of construction. As previously indicated, City Public Works projects are 
exempt from the limitations on nighttime work when it is required for safety or to minimize 
disruption of services. Regardless as a “worst-case” scenario, construction noise levels are 
compared to the City of Long Beach Municipal Noise Ordinance to determine whether there 
would be short-term noise impacts. Construction activities would generally abide by the hours 
specified in the Long Beach Municipal Noise Ordinance. However, there would be some times 
when night construction would be required to avoid potential safety hazards or conflict with 
aviation activities. As indicated above, the construction activities in the vicinity of the terminal 
would not result in significant noise impacts on the closest residents located across Lakewood 
Boulevard. However, the residences closest to Parcel O would be much closer to the 
construction activities. Based on analysis of construction noise, night construction activity on 
Parcel O may result in noise levels in excess of the noise levels specified in the Long Beach 
Noise Ordinance. This would apply to heavy truck activity, front loaders, tractors and other such 
heavy equipment that is usually associated with grading and paving. Other construction activity 
such as striping, assembly of prefab metal hangars, fencing or other light construction activity 
can be done at night and meet the night noise level limits of the noise ordinance. While exempt 
from the Municipal Noise Ordinance, these short-term exceedances would be considered a 
significant impact. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3.6-8 for the loudest types of 
construction equipment. It should be noted that the analysis for the pile driver is shown in the 
table even though pile driving is not proposed during the construction of either the Airport 
Terminal improvements or the parking structure. It is included as a “worst-case” analysis. 
Additionally, the distance from the project site to the nearest residence is far enough that there 
would be no groundborne vibration.  

It should be further noted that the trucks hauling cement and gravel would not use local 
residential streets to access the site. All such vehicles would use I-605 to I-405 and Lakewood 
Boulevard to access the terminal area. For construction of Parcel O, access would be off of 
Spring Street and Clark Avenue.  

Impact 3.6-1 Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in noise levels in 
excess of the noise levels specified in the Long Beach Noise Ordinance if 
heavy construction equipment associated with grading and paving are 
used. This impact would be reduced to a level of less than significant with 
the implementation of mitigation measure 3.6-1. 

TABLE 3.6-8 
MAXIMUM PARCEL O CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT RECEPTORS 

ACROSS CLARK AVENUE 
 

Equipment 
Reference at 

50 feet 
Spreading 
and Berm 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBA at 

Nearest 
Residence1 Lateral 

Attenuation 
Atmospheric 
Absorption 

Net Noise 
Level 

Front Loader 97 62.0 8.5 0.8 52.7 
Jackhammer 99 64.0 8.5 0.8 54.7 
Concrete Mixer 90 55.0 8.5 0.8 45.7 
Crane 96 61.0 8.5 0.8 51.7 
1 Distance of 1,000 feet 
Measurements given in dBA. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 
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Threshold 4: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if 

implementation of the project would result in exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
general plan, Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and applicable 
standards of State and Federal Agencies. 

Threshold 5: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above existing levels existing without the project. 

Project Related Impacts 

The determination if there are impacts related to these two thresholds is based on whether the 
Proposed Project results in exposure of people to an exceedance of applicable standards. The 
noise levels associated with use of the proposed terminal area improvements would not be 
substantially different from the existing conditions. The noise budget is the controlling factor at 
the Airport. The noise budget permits a minimum of 41 air carrier and cargo flights and 
25 commuter flights daily. This minimum flight level would be the same with or without the 
terminal area improvements.  

As discussed under Existing Conditions, 15 residential units are currently within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. These units are exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable State 
standards; however, these impacts are not a result of the implementation of the improvements 
outlined as part of the Proposed Project. The operation of the Airport Terminal improvements 
would not increase the number of units exposed to noise levels in excess of State or federal 
standards. Therefore, the operation of the Airport Terminal improvements would not result in 
any impacts associated with this threshold. 

Parcel O long-term use would be as a tie-down and hangar area for general aviation aircraft. 
Activity in this area would primarily be the taxiing of aircraft to and from the tie-down area to the 
runways. The closest point of this tie-down area to the homes across Clark Avenue is about 
1,000 feet. For purposes of this analysis the noise associated with taxiing the noisiest of the 
single engine propeller aircraft was considered. This would be an aircraft like a Cessna 210 or 
Bonanza type aircraft (high performance single engine piston with variable pitch propeller). At a 
distance of 1,000 feet, two noise levels were estimated. The first is the noise level associated 
with a power setting needed to initially move the aircraft from a stop (approximately 65 percent 
of full thrust) and the second is at a power setting needed to taxi the aircraft once moving 
(approximately 50% of full thrust). At the nearest homes across Clark Avenue the noise levels 
estimated are a maximum noise level 51 dBA (thrust necessary to overcome inertia) and taxiing 
noise level of 48 dBA. These operations would occur only for short periods of time and would 
meet the requirements of the Long Beach Noise Ordinance. In addition, a noise berm is 
currently provided at Parcel O. No significant impact would result from the proposed use on 
Parcel O. 

Though the Strategic Plan 2010 does not have specific noise or operational parameters outlined 
for the Airport, there is an economic goal applicable to the Airport. The goal encourages an 
expansion of Long Beach Airport business opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. Additionally, it encourages the City to take a leadership role with SCAG to address 
future airport capacity needs of the region while maintaining noise and environmental limits at 
the Airport. The Proposed Project is consistent with this goal. The Proposed Project is 
compatible with the Strategic Plan 2010; therefore, there are no significant impacts.  
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Exhibit 3.6-14 shows CNEL contours for full budget utilization including 25 commuter flights and 
the assumed maximum of 11 additional air carrier/cargo flights. The contours were generated by 
Mestre Greve Associates using the 2004 data files prepared by AAAI, Inc. and adjusting the 
operations for the additional commuter and air carrier flights and the change in fleet mix to 
accommodate the additional air carrier flights. These represent the CNEL contour for the 
Optimized Flights scenario.  

A visual inspection of the contours indicates that the difference between the 2004 and the future 
contours sets is quite small. In fact, the contours for the case with the 25 commuters and 
additional 11 air carrier flights is slightly smaller than the 2004 contours to the north of the 
Airport and slightly larger to the south. This different pattern is due to the change out of the 
MD80 with the B737-800. The MD80 is noisier on departure and quieter on arrival than the 
B737-800. The 25 commuter flights, flown by regional jets, have virtually no effect on the 
contour size. Exhibit 3.6-15 shows the future noise contours that were developed for the 1985 
Noise Compatibility Program. When the existing noise contours and noise contours with the full 
utilization of the 25 commuter flights and additional air carrier flights are compared to the 1985 
contours, the 1985 contours are larger.  

The noise conditions for Parcel O would be the same for the Optimized Flights scenario as with 
the Proposed Project. 

CNEL Land Use Impacts  

Table 3.6-9 provides a comparison of the land uses located within the CNEL contours for the 
existing year 2004 conditions and the future year contours with the budget fully realized. Though 
there are two schools located south of the Airport in the primary approach corridor that fall within 
the 60 CNEL contour with the Optimized Flights scenario, this does not violate State or federal 
noise standards. Therefore, this would not be considered a significant impact. The schools 
within the 60 to 65 CNEL contour include the Minnie Gant School on East Britton Drive and the 
Special Education Building located at the School Safety and Emergency Preparedness Offices 
of the Long Beach Unified School District located at 5250 Los Coyotes Diagonal.  

TABLE 3.6-9 
COMPARISON OF LAND USE IMPACTS, NUMBER OF RESIDENCES 

AND SCHOOLS 
 

 Year 2004 CNEL Future with Additional Flights 
 >70 65- 70 60-65 >70 65-70 60-65 
Residences 0 15 1,890 0 11 1,791 
Schools 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
There would be 11 residential units within the 65-70 CNEL contour. This would be in excess of 
State and federal standards. However, this is an existing condition and is not a project related 
impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project does not result in a significant impact based on the 
threshold stated. It should be noted that this is consistent with the City’s Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance.  
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CNEL Receptor Locations  

In addition to the CNEL contours, specific CNEL values are calculated for the 18 RMT locations 
around the Airport. These estimates were made for existing conditions and for the future 
condition in which older noisier air carrier jets are replaced and the budget might allow for 
11 additional air carrier flights, and full utilization of the 25 commuter flights as well. All of these 
CNEL estimates were made using the INM. This data is presented in Table 3.6-10.  

TABLE 3.6-10 
COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND FUTURE CNEL COMPARISON OF 
EXISTING AND FUTURE CNEL VALUES AT REMOTE MONITORING 

TERMINAL LOCATIONS 
 

RMT Location Year 2004 Future1 Difference2

1 53.4 53.3 -0.1 
2 53.2 53.0 -0.2 
3 57.6 57.9 0.3 
4 62.3 62.7 0.4 
5 53.5 53.4 -0.1 
6 61.9 61.7 -0.2 
7 56.9 56.0 -0.9 
8 62.2 61.5 -0.7 
9 63.8 63.2 -0.6 
10 64.3 64.7 0.4 
11 60.3 59.9 -0.4 
12 59.1 58.7 -0.4 
13 64.4 63.9 -.05 
14 60.5 60.4 -0.1 
15 60.2 60.2 0.0 
16 65.8 65.5 -0.3 
17 67.0 67.4 0.4 
18 68.4 67.4 -1.0 

1 Future is the Year 2004 case with full utilization of the 25 commuter flights and 11 additional carrier 
flights that replace older noisier carrier jets. 

2 At remote monitoring terminal locations. 
Note: The INM computes the noise level to tenths of a decibel, but that the overall accuracy of the model 

is more in the range of plus or minus 1.5 to 2 dB. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

The Optimized Flights scenario would also be consistent with the Strategic Plan 2010. The 
premise of the evaluation is that any increase in flights would need to be consistent with Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The Optimized Flights scenario would have incremental 
increases in employment, which would be compatible with the goal of encouraging expansion of 
Long Beach Airport business opportunities. Therefore, there are no significant impacts.  

Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

The construction impacts associated with Alternative A would be the same as those identified 
for the Proposed Project. The type of improvements and the equipment used would be the 
same for both the Proposed Project and Alternative A. Though Alternative A proposes slightly 
less square footage the incremental difference would not substantially alter the magnitude or 
duration of the construction noise levels. Impact 3.6-1 would apply to Alternative A. 
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Project Related Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would not result in any long-term impacts. The 
noise levels associated with use of the terminal area improvements proposed with Alternative A 
would not be substantially different from the existing conditions.  

The residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed 
to noise levels in excess of State standards. However as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be as a result of implementation of the improvements proposed as part of 
Alternative A. The operation of the terminal area improvements, including the general aviation 
activities relocated to Parcel O, would not increase the number of units exposed to noise levels 
in excess of State or federal standards. Therefore, the operation of the terminal area 
improvements would not result in any impacts. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative A as it is for the Proposed Project. Since the ability to increase flights would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability for this to be 
implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there would be two 
schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario– Minnie Gant 
School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the School Safety 
and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. 

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

The construction impacts associated with Alternative B would be the same as those identified 
for the Proposed Project. The type of improvements and the equipment used would be the 
same for both the Proposed Project and Alternative B. Though the overall noise levels would be 
the same because the type of construction would be the same, it is reasonable to assume that 
the duration of the construction noise levels would be slightly reduced because Alternative B 
proposes approximately one-fourth less square footage than the Proposed Project. However, 
Impact 3.6-1 would also apply to Alternative B. 

Project Related Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not result in any long-term impacts. The 
noise levels associated with use of the terminal area improvements proposed with Alternative B 
would not be substantially different than those evaluated for the Proposed Project.  

The residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed 
to noise levels in excess of State standards. However as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be as a result of implementation of the improvements proposed as part of 
Alternative B. The operation of the terminal area improvements would not increase the number 
of units exposed to noise levels in excess of State or federal standards. Therefore, the operation 
of the terminal area improvements would not result in any impacts. 
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative B as it is for the Proposed Project. Since the ability to increase flight would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability for this to be 
implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there would be two 
schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario–Minnie Gant 
School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the School Safety 
and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. 

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C does not propose any improvements; therefore, there would be no construction 
related impacts associated with this alternative. 

Project Related Impacts 

As with the other alternatives, Alternative C would not result in any long-term impacts. 
Residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed to 
noise levels in excess of State standards. However, as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be associated with the selection of Alternative C but as a result of flights 
consistent with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. Therefore, as with the Proposed 
Project, Alternative C would not result in any impacts. 

With this alternative no development would occur on Parcel O at this time. Therefore, there 
would be no potential construction related impacts.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative C as they are for all the other alternatives. The ability to increase flights 
would result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability 
for this to be implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there 
would be two schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario–
Minnie Gant School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the 
School Safety and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units 
within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour. 

3.6.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

There are no project design features for noise reduction. The terminal area improvements would 
not require any measures to minimize noise impacts. 
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Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.6-1 The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance would apply to continued operations 
at the Airport. All future operations would need to be consistent with the 
provisions of the ordinance. 

SC 3.6-2 The contractor shall comply with the City of Long Beach Noise Ordinance 
pertaining to limitations on construction activities, as outlined in Exhibit 3.6-12, to 
the extent feasible while minimizing any potential conflicts with aviation activities.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-1 The City shall conduct noise measurements during any night construction on 
Parcel O where such construction involves the use of heavy construction 
equipment such as front loaders, tractors, graders, paving machines, 
jackhammers or similar devices. Such measurements shall be made near the 
homes located directly across Clark Avenue from Parcel O. If any night 
measurement exceeds the limits specified in Sections 8.80.150 and 8.80.160 of 
the Long Beach Municipal Code as a result of the construction activity, the 
operation shall be terminated until such time that a construction noise mitigation 
plan can be put into effect that will result in compliance with the night time noise 
limits. Note that in the case where ambient noise levels exceed the noise limits 
specified in Section 8.80.160, the allowable noise exposure standard shall be 
increased per Section 8.80.150 [C] of the Municipal Code to reflect ambient 
levels. 

Existing aviation noise and potential noise levels under an Optimized Flights scenario include 
homes within the 65 CNEL contour. These impacts are not project related but are an existing 
condition and would also occur with the full realization of all the flights permitted in the Airport 
noise budget. Though mitigation is not required because there is not a nexus between the 
impact and the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the City of Long Beach adopt the 
following mitigation measure to address the noise impact associated with the flight levels 
permitted under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. In addition to all homes within the 65 
CNEL contour, the following mitigation measure proposes providing noise attenuation to existing 
schools within the 60 CNEL contour because Congress has authorized the use of federal funds 
for attenuating existing schools to a level of 60 CNEL. The location of those homes and schools 
currently and projected to qualify for the noise attenuation are shown in Exhibits 3.6-16 and 
3.6-17. 

MM 3.6-2 Within 24 months of certification of the EIR, the Airport Manager shall develop a 
land use compatibility program addressing existing and future aviation noise 
levels. The program shall be an ongoing voluntary program that will provide noise 
attenuation and be available to all residential units within the 65 CNEL contour 
and schools within the 60 CNEL contour based on the contours published for 
Long Beach Airport for the previous calendar year (Quarterly Report for 12 month 
Period Ending December 31). In exchange for sound insulation treatment, the 
owners of the property will provide the City of Long Beach an avigation easement 
over said property. The program shall identify (1) methods of providing noise 
attenuation; (2) funding sources for the improvements; (3) methods for 
establishing priorities for implementing the improvements; and (4) an installation 
agreement. The land use compatibility program will be administered by the City 
of Long Beach, Airport Bureau.  
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3.6.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would have the potential to have a short-term 
unavoidable adverse impact if heavy construction equipment is used on Parcel O during 
nighttime hours. However, this would be reduced to a level of less than significant with 
implementation of the mitigation program.  

The Proposed Project and alternatives do not result in any long-term significant impacts. There 
would continue to be sensitive land uses within the 65 CNEL contour, though this is not as a 
result of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measure would 
achieve noise/land use compatibility. However, it must be recognized that the implementation of 
the land use compatibility plan would be phased and compatibility would be achieved over a 
multi-year timeframe. 
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3.6 NOISE 

This section of the EIR is summarized from the technical report prepared by Mestre Greve 
Associates titled, Long Beach Airport Improvements. The complete technical report is contained 
in Appendix F, and includes more detailed description of reference materials, modeling 
assumptions and results of the analysis.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Because of the complexity of the noise analysis the following discussion provides background 
information on the characteristics of noise. More detailed information on the metrics and 
methodologies used to assess noise impacts, as well as terminology are provided in the 
technical report cited above. 

Characteristics of Sound  

Sound Level and Frequency. Sound can be technically described in terms of the sound 
pressure (amplitude) and frequency (similar to pitch). Sound pressure is a direct measure of the 
magnitude of a sound without consideration for other factors that may influence its perception. 
Sound pressures are generally expressed on a logarithmic scale, with the Decibel (dB) used as 
the standard unit of measurement of sound.  

The frequency (pitch) of a sound is expressed as Hertz (Hz) or cycles per second. The normal 
audible frequency for young adults is 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz. Community noise, including aircraft 
and motor vehicles, typically ranges between 50 Hz and 5,000 Hz. The human ear is not equally 
sensitive to all frequencies. As a result of this, various methods of frequency weighting have 
been developed. The most common weighting is the A-weighted noise curve (dBA), which 
compensates by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of 
the human ear. In the A-weighted decibel, everyday sounds normally range from 30 dBA (very 
quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud). Most community noise analyses are based upon the A-weighted 
decibel scale. Examples of various sound environments, expressed in dBA, are presented in 
Exhibit 3.6-1. 

Propagation of Noise. Human perception of outdoor sound level decreases as the distance 
from the source increases. Other factors that result in a decrease in sound level are wave 
divergence, atmospheric absorption and ground attenuation. As the sound wave travels away 
from the source, the sound energy is dispersed over a greater area decreasing the sound power 
of the wave. Generally, the noise level is reduced at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of the distance. 
Additionally, discussion on the atmospheric absorption of sound and ground attenuation is 
presented in the technical study.  

Duration of Sound. Annoyance from a noise event increases with increased duration of the 
noise event, (i.e., the longer the noise event, the more annoying it is). The "effective duration" of 
a sound is the time between when a sound rises above the background sound level until it drops 
back below the background level. Duration is an important factor in describing sound in a 
community setting. The relationship between duration and noise level is the basis of the 
equivalent energy principal of sound exposure. Reducing the acoustic energy of a sound by one 
half results in a 3 dB reduction. Doubling the duration of the sound increases the total energy of 
the event by 3 dB. This equivalent energy principal is based upon the premise that the potential 
for a noise to impact a person is dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise. 
Noise metrics such as CNEL, DNL, LEQ and SENEL, which are discussed later in this section, 
are all based upon the equal energy principle. 
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Change in Noise. The human ear is a far better detector of relative differences in sound levels 
than absolute values of levels. Under controlled laboratory conditions a person can just barely 
detect a sound level change of approximately one decibel for sounds in the mid-frequency 
region. When ordinary noises are heard, a young healthy ear can detect changes of two to three 
decibels. A five-decibel change is readily noticeable while a 10-decibel change is judged by 
most people as a doubling or a halving of the loudness of the sound. It is typical in 
environmental documents to consider a 3 dB change as potentially discernable. 

Masking Effect. The ability of one sound to limit a listener from hearing another sound is known 
as the masking effect. The presence of one sound effectively raises the threshold of audibility 
for the hearing of a second sound. For a signal to be heard, it must exceed the threshold of 
hearing for that particular individual and exceed the masking threshold for the background 
noise.  

Sound Rating Scales 

Many factors influence sound perception and tolerance of the sound. This includes not only 
physical characteristics of the sound but also secondary influences such as sociological and 
external factors. Sound rating scales are developed in reaction to the factors affecting human 
response to sound. 

Noise metrics are categorized as single event metrics and cumulative metrics. Single event 
metrics describe the noise from individual events, such as one aircraft flyover. Cumulative 
metrics describe the noise in terms of the total noise exposure throughout the day. Noise 
metrics used in this study are summarized below. More detail is provided in the technical report 
provided in Appendix F. 

Single Event Metrics 

•  Frequency Weighted Metrics (dBA). Frequency weighted networks are widely 
accepted tools for measuring and computing sound loudness levels. The A-weighting 
(dBA) scale is widely used in community noise analysis. Its advantages are that it has 
shown good correlation with community response and is easily measured. The metrics 
used in this study are all based upon the dBA scale. 

•  Maximum Noise Level. The highest noise level reached during a noise event is called 
the "Maximum Noise Level," or Lmax. 

•  Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) or Sound Exposure Level (SEL). 
Another metric that is reported for aircraft flyovers is the Single Event Noise Exposure 
Level (SENEL). This metric is essentially equivalent to the Sound Exposure (SEL) 
metric. It is computed from dBA sound levels. The SENEL metric takes into account the 
maximum noise level of the event and the duration of the event. For aircraft flyovers, the 
SENEL value is typically about 10 dBA higher than the maximum noise level. Single 
event metrics are a convenient method for describing noise from individual aircraft 
events. This metric is useful in that airport noise models contain aircraft noise curve data 
based upon the SENEL metric. In addition, cumulative noise metrics such as LEQ, 
CNEL and DNL can be computed from SENEL data. 
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Cumulative Metrics 

Cumulative noise metrics assess community response to noise by including the loudness of the 
noise, the duration of the noise, the total number of noise events and the time of day these 
events occur into one single rating scale. 

•  Equivalent Noise Level (Leq). Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state 
A-weighted sound level containing the same total energy as several SEL events during a 
given sample period. Leq is the "energy" average noise level during the time period of 
the sample. It is based on the observation that the potential for noise annoyance is 
dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise. Leq can be measured for 
any time period, but is typically measured for 15 minutes, 1 hour or 24-hours. Leq for 
one hour is called Hourly Noise Level (HNL) in the California Airport Noise Regulations 
and is used to develop Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) values for aircraft 
operations. 

•  Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is a 24-hour, time-weighted energy 
average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel. It is a measure of the overall noise 
experienced during an entire day. The term “time-weighted” refers to the penalties 
attached to noise events occurring during certain sensitive time periods. In the CNEL 
scale, noise occurring between the hours of 7 PM and 10 PM is penalized by 
approximately 5 dB. This penalty accounts for the greater potential for noise to cause 
communication interference during these hours, as well as typically lower ambient noise 
levels during these hours. Noise that takes place during the night (10 PM to 7 AM) is 
penalized by 10 dB. This penalty was selected to attempt to account for the higher 
sensitivity to noise in the nighttime and the expected further decrease in background 
noise levels that typically occur in the nighttime. Examples of various noise 
environments in terms of CNEL are presented in Exhibit 3.6-2. CNEL is specified for use 
in the California Airport Noise Regulations and is used by local planning agencies in their 
General Plan Noise Element for land use compatibility planning. 

•  Day Night Noise Level (DNL). The DNL index is very similar to CNEL but does not 
include the evening (7 PM to 10 PM) penalty that is included in CNEL. It does include 
the nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) penalty. Typically DNL is about 1 dB lower than CNEL, 
although the difference may be greater if there is an abnormal concentration of noise 
events in the 7 to 10 PM time period. DNL is specified by the FAA for airport noise 
assessment and by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for community noise 
and airport noise assessment. The FAA guidelines (described later) allow for the use of 
CNEL as a substitute to DNL. 

Effects of Noise on Humans 

Noise is known to have several adverse effects on humans. From these known adverse effects 
of noise, criteria have been established to help protect the public health and safety and prevent 
disruption of certain human activities. The following briefly describes the effects of noise on 
people: 

• Hearing loss is generally not a concern in community noise problems, even very near a 
major airport or a major freeway. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) identifies a noise exposure limit of 90 dBA for 8 hours per day to protect from 
hearing loss (higher limits are allowed for shorter duration exposures). Noise levels in 
neighborhoods, even in very noisy neighborhoods, are not sufficiently loud to cause 
hearing loss. 
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• Communication interference includes speech interference and interference with activities 
such as watching television. Normal conversational speech is in the range of 60 to 
65 dBA and any noise in this range or louder may interfere with speech.  

• Sleep interference is one of the major causes of annoyance due to community noise. 
Extensive research has been conducted on the effect of noise on sleep disturbance. 
Recommended values for desired sound levels in residential bedroom space range from 
25 to 45 dBA with 35 to 40 dBA being the norm. In 1981, the National Association of 
Noise Control Officials published data on the probability of sleep disturbance with 
various single event noise levels. Based on laboratory experiments exposure to 75 dBA 
interior noise level event will awaken people in 30 percent of the cases. However, more 
recent research from England has shown once a person was asleep, that it is unlikely 
that they will be awakened by a noise. The significant difference in the recent English 
study is the use of actual in-home sleep disturbance patterns as opposed to laboratory 
data that had been the historic basis for predicting sleep disturbance. The main finding 
was that only a minority of aircraft noise events affected sleep, and, for most subjects, 
domestic and other non-aircraft factors had much greater effects. As shown in 
Exhibit 3.6-3, aircraft noise was a minor contributor among a host of other factors that 
lead to awakening response. Additional studies on sleep interference were conducted by 
the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON) and the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN). Additional detail on these studies is provided in 
the technical report (Appendix F) and the full FICAN report can be found on the Internet 
at www.fican.org.). Briefly, the FICAN recommended a curve based on the upper limit of 
the data presented and to represent the “maximum percent of the exposed population 
expected to be behaviorally awakened,” or the “maximum awakened.” The FICAN 
recommendation is shown on Exhibit 3.6-4. This is a very conservative approach.  

• Physiological responses of noise on people are measurable effects, such as changes in 
pulse rate, blood pressure, etc. While such effects can be induced and observed, the 
extent these physiological responses cause harm or are a sign of harm is unknown. 
While annoyance and sleep/speech interference have been acknowledged, health 
effects, if they exist, are associated with a wide variety of other environmental stressors. 
In a review of 30 studies conducted worldwide between 1993 and 1998, a team of 
international researchers concluded that, while some findings suggest that noise can 
affect health, improved research concepts and methods are needed to verify or discredit 
such a relationship.  

• Annoyance is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe. Annoyance is a very 
individual characteristic and can vary widely from person to person. What one person 
considers tolerable can be quite unbearable to another of equal hearing capability. The 
level of annoyance, of course, depends on the characteristics of the noise 
(i.e., loudness, frequency, time, and duration), and how much activity interference 
(e.g., speech interference and sleep interference) results from the noise. However, the 
level of annoyance is also a function of the attitude of the receiver. It has been estimated 
that 2 to 10 percent of the population is highly susceptible to annoyance from any noise 
not of their own making, while approximately 20 percent are unaffected by noise.  

Annoyance levels have been correlated to CNEL levels. Exhibit 3.6-5 relates DNL noise 
levels to community response from two of these surveys. It displays the percent of a 
populace that is likely to be annoyed by various DNL (CNEL in California) values for 
residential land use with outdoor activity areas. At 65 dB DNL the Schultz curve predicts 
approximately 14 percent of the exposed population reporting themselves to be “highly 
annoyed.” At 60 dB DNL this decreases to approximately 8 percent of the population. 
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The Schultz curve and recent updates include data having a very wide range of scatter 
with communities near some airports reporting much higher percentages of population 
highly annoyed at these noise exposure levels. It should be noted that annoyance levels 
have never been statistically correlated to SENEL in any airport-related study. 

• The potential for aircraft noise to interfere with classroom activities and learning has 
been the subject of much recent research. Studies from around the world indicate that 
noise from vehicle traffic, railroad and aircraft can have adverse effects on reading 
ability, concentration, motivation, and long-term learning retention. A complicating factor 
in this research is the extent of background noise from within the classroom itself. 
According to these studies, a variety of adverse school room effects can be expected 
from interior noise levels equal to or exceeding 65 CNEL and or 85 dBA SEL. Some 
interference with classroom activities can be expected with noise events that interfere 
with speech. As discussed in other sections of this report, speech interference begins at 
65 dBA, which is the level of normal conversation. Typical construction attenuates 
outdoor noise by 20 dBA with windows closed and 12 dBA with windows open. Thus 
some interference of classroom activities can be expected when outdoor levels reach 
77 to 85 dBA. 

Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

Noise metrics quantify community response to various noise exposure levels. Noise standards 
generally are expressed in terms of the DNL 24-hour averaging scale. In California CNEL is 
generally used. Both are based on the A-weighted decibel. Utilizing these metrics and surveys, 
agencies have developed standards for assessing the compatibility of various land uses with the 
noise environment. There are no single event noise based noise/land use compatibility criteria 
that have been adopted by the Federal Government or the State of California. 

The following provides an overview of noise and land use criteria useful in the evaluation of 
noise impacts. The Federal Aviation Administration has a long history of publishing noise/land 
use assessment criteria for airports. These laws and regulations provide the basis for local 
development of airport plans, analyses of airport impacts, and the enactment of compatibility 
policies. Other agencies including the EPA, the Department of Defense, the State of California, 
and most cities, including the City of Long Beach, have developed noise/land use compatibility 
criteria. 

Federal Aviation Administration 

• Airport and Airway improvement Act of 1982, as amended (Public Laws 91-258 
and 94-353) 

This act, which lists the location of airports in the national system of airports, also 
establishes the federal requirements for funding of airport planning under the Planning 
Grant Program (PGP) and airport development under Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP). Additionally, the Act directs the preparation of a National Airport System Plan 
(NASP) that lists the location of airports in the national system of airports and the 
recommended development of each. 

Among the conditions for Federal funding are two requirements involving airport/land 
use compatibility. As a condition to the receipt of AIP funds, the airport sponsor (owner) 
must, among other things, give assurances that aerial approaches to the airport are 
adequately cleared and action has been or will be taken to the extent reasonable, to 
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restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities 
compatible with normal airport operations.  

• U.S. Department of Transportation/FAA Aviation Noise Abatement Policy 

This policy, adopted in 1976, sets forth the noise abatement authorities and 
responsibilities of the Federal Government, airport proprietors, State and Local 
governments, the air carriers, air travelers and shippers, and airport area residents and 
prospective residents. The basic thrust of the policy is that the FAA's role is primarily one 
of regulating noise at its source (the aircraft) plus supporting local efforts to develop 
airport noise abatement plans. The FAA will give high priority in the allocation of AIP 
funds to projects designed to ensure compatible use of land near airports, but it is the 
role of State and Local governments and airport proprietors to undertake the land use 
and operational actions necessary to promote compatibility. 

• Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 

Among the stated purposes of this act is "To provide assistance to airport operators to 
prepare and carry out noise compatibility programs." The law establishes funding for 
noise compatibility planning and sets the requirements by which airport operators can 
apply for funding. This is also the law by which Congress mandated that FAA develop an 
airport community noise metric that would be used by all federal agencies assessing or 
regulating aircraft noise. The result was DNL. Because California already had a well-
established airport community noise metric in CNEL, and because CNEL and DNL are 
so similar, FAA expressly allows CNEL to be used in lieu of DNL in noise assessments 
performed for California airports. The law does not require any airport to develop a noise 
compatibility program. 

• Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 150, "Airport Noise Compatibility Planning 

As a means of implementing the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act, the FAA 
adopted Regulations on Airport Noise Compatibility Planning Programs. The FAA 
published noise and land use compatibility charts to be used for land use planning with 
respect to aircraft noise. An expanded version of this chart appears in Aviation Circular 
150/5020-1 (dated August 5, 1983) and is reproduced in Exhibit 3.6-6. These guidelines 
represent recommendations to local authorities for determining acceptability and 
permissibility of land uses. The guidelines recommend a maximum amount of noise 
exposure (in terms of the cumulative noise metric DNL) that might be considered 
acceptable or compatible to people in living and working areas. Residential land use is 
deemed acceptable for noise exposures up to 65 dB DNL. The FAA permits substitution 
of CNEL for DNL in California. 

• Federal Aviation Order 5050.4 and Directive 1050.1E for Environmental Analysis of 
Aircraft Noise Around Airports 

The FAA has developed guidelines (Order 5050.4D) for the environmental analysis of 
airports. Federal requirements now dictate that increases in noise levels in noise 
sensitive land uses of over 1.5 dB DNL within the 65 dB DNL contour are considered 
significant (1050.1E Directive 6.08.04). The directive goes on further to discuss potential 
impacts within the 60 to 65 DNL contour: 

“14.4c. In accordance with the 1992 FICON (Federal Interagency Committee on 
Noise) recommendations, examination of noise levels between DNL 65 and 
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60 dB should be done if determined to be appropriate after application of the 
FICON screening procedure (FICON p.3-5). If screening shows that noise 
sensitive areas at or above DNL 65 dB will have an increase of DNL 1.5 dB or 
more, further analysis should be conducted to identify noise-sensitive areas 
between DNL 60-65 dB having an increase of DNL 3 dB or more due to the 
proposed action. The potential for mitigating noise in those areas should be 
considered, including consideration of the same range of mitigation options 
available at DNL 65 dB and higher and eligibility for federal funding. This is not to 
be interpreted as a commitment to fund or otherwise implement mitigation 
measures in any particular area. (FICON p. 3-7).” 

• Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 

The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (PL 101-508, 104 Stat. 1388), also known 
as ANCA or the Noise Act, established two broad directives to the FAA: (1) Establish a 
method to review aircraft noise, airport use or airport access restrictions, imposed by 
airport proprietors; and (2) institute a program to phase-out Stage 2 aircraft over 
75,000 pounds by December 31, 1999. Stage 2 aircraft are older, noisier aircraft (B-737-
200, B-727 and DC-9); Stage 3 aircraft are newer, quieter aircraft (B-737-300, B-757, 
MD80/90).  

Part 161 sets out the requirements and procedures for implementing new airport use 
and access restrictions by airport proprietors. Proprietors must use the DNL metric to 
measure noise effects and the Part 150 land use guideline table, including 65 dB DNL, 
as the threshold contour to determine compatibility, unless there is a locally adopted 
more stringent standard. CNEL would be an acceptable surrogate for DNL.  

The regulation identifies three types of use restrictions and treats each one differently: 
(1) negotiated restrictions, (2) Stage 2 aircraft restrictions, and (3) Stage 3 aircraft 
restrictions. Generally speaking, any use restriction affecting the number or times of day 
of aircraft operations will be considered an access restriction. Even though the Part 91 
phase-out does not apply to aircraft under 75,000 pounds, FAA has determined that 
Part 161 limitations on proprietors’ authority apply to the smaller aircraft. 

Negotiated restrictions are more favorable from the FAA’s standpoint, but still require 
unwieldy procedures for approval and implementation. In order to be effective the 
agreements normally must be agreed to by all airlines using the airport. 

Stage 2 restrictions are more difficult, because one of the major reasons for ANCA was 
to discourage local restrictions more stringent than the 1999 phase-out already 
contained in ANCA. To comply with the regulation and institute a new Stage 2 restriction, 
the proprietor must generally do two things. It must prepare a cost/benefit analysis of the 
proposed restriction and give proper notice. The cost/benefit analysis is extensive and 
entails considerable evaluation. Stage 2 restrictions do not require approval by the FAA, 
but it can be challenged by the FAA if not deemed to be “reasonable” based on the 
airport proprietor’s FAA Grant “Sponsor’s Assurances.” 

Stage 3 restrictions are even more difficult to implement. A Stage 3 restriction involves 
considerable additional analysis, justification, evaluation and financial discussion. In 
addition, a Stage 3 restriction must result in a decrease in noise exposure of the 65 dB 
DNL to noise sensitive land uses (residences, schools, churches, parks). The regulation 
requires both public notice and FAA approval. 
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ANCA applies to all new local noise restrictions and amendments to existing restrictions 
proposed after October 1990. The noise regulations and access restrictions established 
by the City of Long Beach at Long Beach Airport were implemented prior to the 1990 
deadline in ANCA and are ‘Grandfathered’ under the terms of the act. 

Environmental Protection Agency Noise Assessment Guidelines 

• Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health 
and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety 

In March 1974, in response to a federal statutory mandate, the EPA published this 
document (EPA 550/9-74-004) describing 55 dB DNL as the requisite level with an 
adequate margin of safety for areas with outdoor uses, including residences and 
recreational areas. This document does not constitute EPA regulations or standards. It is 
intended to "provide State and Local governments as well as the Federal Government 
and the private sector with an informational point of departure for the purpose of 
decision-making." These levels were developed for suburban type uses, with some 
urban settings, the noise levels will be substantially above this level. These EPA 
guidelines have not been adopted or recommended for use by the FAA, the State of 
California, or the City of Long Beach. 

State of California  

The State of California has multiple regulations and standards that apply to airports. These are 
briefly summarized below. 

• The Aeronautics Division of the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
enforces the California Airport Noise Regulations. These regulations establish 65 dB 
CNEL as the noise impact boundary within which there shall be no incompatible land 
uses. Airports are responsible for achieving compliance with these regulations. 
Compliance can be achieved through noise abatement alternatives, land acquisition, 
land use conversion, land use restrictions, or sound insulation of structures. Airports not 
in compliance can operate under variance procedures established within the regulations.  

• California Noise Insulation Standards apply to all multi-family dwellings built in the State. 
Single-family residences are exempt from these regulations. The regulations require that 
all multi-family dwellings with exterior noise exposures greater that 60 dB CNEL must be 
sound insulated such that the interior noise level will not exceed 45 dB CNEL. These 
requirements apply to all roadway, rail, and airport noise sources.  

• The State of California requires that all municipal General Plans contain a Noise 
Element. The requirements for the Noise Element of the General Plan include describing 
the noise environment quantitatively using a cumulative noise metric such as CNEL or 
DNL, establishing noise/land use compatibility criteria, and establishing programs for 
achieving and/or maintaining compatibility. Noise elements shall address all major noise 
sources in the community including mobile and stationary sources. 

• Airport Land Use Commissions were created by State Law for the purpose of 
establishing a regional level of land use compatibility between airports and their 
surrounding environs. The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission has 
adopted an Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for Los Angeles County airports 
including Long Beach Airport. The AELUP establishes noise/land use acceptability 
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criteria for sensitive land uses at 65 dB CNEL for outdoor areas and 45 dB CNEL for 
indoor areas of residential land uses.  

City of Long Beach 

The regulatory framework adopted by the City of Long Beach that applies to noise and land use 
compatibility includes the Noise Element of the General Plan and the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance. The General Plan Noise Element of the City of Long Beach was developed in 1974 
and has not been updated since. The noise element does not have specific citywide noise 
standards, but it does utilize and reference the State of California Airport Noise Regulations and 
the 65 CNEL as the noise impact boundary for the Airport. 

The City of Long Beach adopted an Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, which includes two 
major components. The first establishes SENEL for aircraft operating into and out of the Airport. 
The second establishes a noise budget for the various categories of aircraft at the Airport. Both 
are described below. 

Maximum SENEL Limits. Ordinance Section 16.43.04 establishes a maximum single event 
noise limits standards for all non-governmental aircraft operating at the Airport. The noise office 
at the Airport monitors these levels for each flight with a state of the art noise monitoring 
system. The noise monitor locations are shown in Exhibit 3.6-7. The ordinance allows the 
Airport Manager to adjust permissible single event noise limits for each category of airport users 
in order to reduce the group's cumulative noise levels. The SENEL limits for all non-
governmental operations are shown in Table 3.6-1.  

TABLE 3.6-1 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT NOISE COMPATIBILITY ORDINANCE SENEL 

LIMITS 
 

Runway 
7AM – 10PM 
(Dep/Arrival) 

10PM – 11PM and 
6AM – 7AM 

(Dep/Arrival) 
11PM – 6AM 
(Dep/Arrival) 

Monitoring Station 
No. 

(Dep/Arrival) 
30 102.5/101.5 90/90 79/79 9/10 
12 102.5/101.5 90/90 79/79 10/9 

25R 92/88 – 1 – 1 6/1 
25L 95/93 – 1 – 1 5/2 
7R 95/92 – 1 – 1 2/5 
7L 88/92 – 1 – 1 1/6 

1 Except in case of emergency or air traffic direction, all aircraft operations between the hours of 10PM and 7AM are limited 
to runways 30 and 12. 

The ordinance also addresses violations of the standards shown in Table 3.6-1. It allows 
violations occurring during the period between 10PM and 11PM that are the result of 
unanticipated delays beyond the reasonable control of the aircraft owner/operator to be waived. 
Additionally, it states, “The SENEL limits for the period from 6AM-7AM and from 10PM-11PM 
shall be subject to revision at the end of the fourth calendar quarter following the implementation 
of this Chapter. If, for the period covered by the four calendar quarters following the 
implementation of this Chapter, cumulative aircraft noise has exceeded the level allowed by 
Section 16.43.050A, these limits shall be reduced to 85 SENEL. The SENEL for the period from 
6AM-7AM and from 10PM-11PM shall, however, revert to 90 SENEL if, for any subsequent four 
quarters, cumulative aircraft noise has not exceeded the level allowed by Section 16.43.050.” 
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Noise Budget: The City’s Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance includes Section 16.43.050, 
Cumulative Noise Limits and Noise Budgets, and Section 16.43.060, Compliance with Noise 
Budgets. The Technical Appendix to Chapter 16.43 of the Long Beach Municipal Code includes 
the Noise Contribution Budgets for five groups of operators including Air Carrier, Commuters, 
Industrial, Charter and General Aviation users. Exhibit 3.6-8 shows a pie chart depicting the 
aircraft operator categories and the percent of the budget allocated to each category. The 
method of measuring compliance with the budget limits is complex. The following paragraphs 
describe how the budget is calculated for the air carrier and cargo category of the budget. 

Compliance with the noise budget is based on the measured SENEL taken at noise monitors 
9 and 10. The conversion of the measured SEL at remote monitoring terminals (RMT) 9 and 
RMT 10 is done according to the budget definitions and as prescribed in the City’s Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. 

The first step in analyzing the data is to convert the noise measurements made at RMT 9 and 
RMT 10 to the noise level at the nearest residences to Runway 12/30. For RMT 9 the noise 
level is increased by 1.1 dB and at RMT 10 the noise level is increased by 0.9 dB to account for 
the fact that the nearest homes are closer to the runway than the actual monitoring stations. 

The next step is to convert the noise level at the nearest home to an equivalent number of 
daytime flights of the ‘standard’ aircraft that is built into the budget. These equivalent daytime 
flights are termed “budget units.” The ‘standard’ aircraft noise level is the SEL that 100 daytime 
flights would have to have to produce a CNEL of 65 dB at the nearest residence.  

The equation for CNEL as a function of SEL and number of daytime flights is as follows: 

  CNEL = SEL +10Log10Neq − 49.4  

The above equation can be solved for a value of 65 CNEL and 100 daytime flights and the 
result is that the ‘standard’ aircraft SEL is 94.4 dB. The task of converting the actual SEL to an 
equivalent number of budget units is done using the following equation: 

  N =
10SEL /10

1094.4 /10  

The N computed in the above equation is the number of equivalent noise budget units that are 
contributed to the budget for a daytime flight. If the flight occurred between the hours of 7 PM 
and 10 PM, the result is multiplied by a factor of 3. If the flight occurred between the hours of 
10 PM and 7 AM the result is multiplied by a factor 10. Note that for purposes of this 
computation, the evening penalty begins at 7:00:00 PM and ends at 9:59:59 PM and the night 
penalty begins at 10:00:00 PM and ends at 6:59:59 AM. There are no exceptions to the evening 
and night penalties. For example, an aircraft may begin its takeoff roll prior to 10 PM but 
produce a noise event at RMT 9 or 10 after 10 PM. In that case the after 10 PM penalty is 
applied. 

Table 3.6-2 lists the aircraft operator categories included in the noise budget and the percent of 
the noise budget allocated to each category. 
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TABLE 3.6-2 
BUDGET CATEGORIES AND ALLOCATED BUDGET 

 

Airport User Category 
Residences Nearest to 

Station 9 
Residences Nearest to 

Station 10 
Air Carriers 70.7 84.6 
Commuters 0.4 3.6 
Industrial 8.5 6.6 
Charter 0.14 0.09 
General Aviation 23 26.0 
Total: 102.74 120.89 
Budget number represents number of operations, weighted by time of day and noise level. 
 
Source: City of Long Beach Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, 1995. 

 
An interesting characteristic of the budget is that the number of equivalent flights permitted does 
not add up to 100 flights. That is because the budget was set to the number of equivalent 
operations that were flown during the baseline period from November 1989 through October 
1990, except that the industrial budget was increased to reflect the projected flights by new 
aircraft not in regular operation during the baseline period. 

During the baseline period, there were 102.74 equivalent flights at residences nearest RMT 9 
and 120.89 equivalent flights at residences nearest Station 10 (including industrial budget 
increases as requested by industrial users at the time the budget was adopted). The 102.74 and 
120.89 equivalent flights can be used to compute the CNEL at the residences during the 
baseline period using the previously calculated 94.4 dB SENEL noise level for an equivalent 
flight. The CNEL computed for the residences near RMT 9 and 10 are 65.1 and 65.8 dB 
respectively. These are the CNEL values (less military and non-Runway 30/12 noise) that the 
budget permits at the nearest residences.  

The terms of the Airport noise budget also includes a provision that the air carrier/cargo 
category is permitted a minimum of 41 departures per day and commuter operators are 
permitted a minimum of 25 departures per day. The budget allows the City to allocate additional 
flights if the air carriers or commuters operate below the allocated noise budget.  

METHODOLOGY 

The methods used in this report for describing existing noise and forecasting the future noise 
environment relies heavily on computer noise modeling. The noise environment is commonly 
depicted in terms of lines of equal noise levels, or noise contours. These noise contours are 
supplemented with specific noise data for selected points on the ground. The computer noise 
models used in this report are described below.  

Computer Modeling 

Noise contour modeling is a very key element of this noise study. Generating accurate noise 
contours is largely dependent on the use of a reliable, validated, and updated noise model. It is 
imperative that these contours be accurate for the meaningful analysis of noise impacts. The 
computer model can then be used to predict the changes to the noise environment as a result of 
any of the alternatives under consideration.  

The FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 6.1 was used to model aircraft operations at 
the Airport. The INM is a large computer program developed to plot noise contours for airports. 
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This program has an extensive database of civilian and military aircraft noise characteristics and 
this most recent version of INM incorporates advanced plotting features. Noise contour files 
from the INM were loaded into the Arcview™ Geographic Information System (GIS) software for 
plotting and land use analysis. Acoustical Analysis Associates, Inc. (AAAI) developed all of the 
CNEL contours presented in this report. Mestre Greve Associates developed the SENEL 
contours. 

Airport noise contours were generated in this study using the INM Version 6.1. The program is 
provided with standard aircraft noise and performance data for over 100 civilian aircraft types 
that can be tailored to the characteristics of the airport in question, as well as a database of 
military aircraft types. Version 6.1 includes newer aircraft, the ability to include run-ups in the 
computations, the ability to include topography in the computations, and the provision to vary 
aircraft altitude profiles in an automated fashion.  

One of the most important factors in generating accurate noise contours is the collection of 
accurate operational data. The INM program requires the input of the physical and operational 
characteristics of the airport for which noise is being evaluated. Aircraft data needed to generate 
noise contours include: 

• Number of aircraft operations by type 
• Types of aircraft 
• Day/Evening/Night time distribution by type 
• Flight tracks 
• Flight track utilization by type 
• Flight profiles 
• Typical operational procedures 
• Average Meteorological Conditions 

The information for model was provided in the Airport Quarterly Report for Period Ending 
December 31, 2004, prepared by Acoustical Analysis Associates, Inc.  

Optimized Flights Assumptions 

As previously indicated, the noise budget permits a minimum of 41 air carrier and cargo flights 
and 25 commuter flights daily. If the noise level and times of operations of these flights is such 
that the operations result in noise levels below the budget, additional flights may be added. 
Though the additional flights could occur regardless of whether the terminal area improvements 
are implemented, the City has included the impacts associated with the maximum reasonable 
increase in flights as part of this EIR. It must be stressed that the ability to increase flights would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific Airport Terminal facilities. The following 
outlines the assumptions on how many flights could be added beyond the 41 air carrier/cargo 
and 25 commuter flights if the fleet mix were quieter and there were fewer night operations. 

The purpose of this section is to present the results of an analysis to determine the realistic 
number of flights that could be accommodated under the Long Beach Airport Noise Budget if 
the airlines that operate at the Airport used an optimized fleet and reduced the number of 
nighttime operations. 

The assumptions used to develop this analysis are based on realistic assumptions about the 
fleet and time of operation as opposed to an idealized fleet with no night operations. In this 
context, realistic was defined according to the following rules: 
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• Each airline would continue to operate in its current markets. For example, Jet Blue 
would continue to operate primarily to the east coast (with high operating weights) with 
some flights to short destinations (with lower operating weights). The important aspect of 
this assumption is that Jet Blue would not become a short haul carrier, only serving 
Oakland, Las Vegas, Phoenix and the like. 

• For operations at the Airport, each airline would use the quietest aircraft currently in its 
fleet or on order. In other words, airlines would only fly aircraft they currently own or are 
firmly committed to purchase. 

• The nighttime noise budget penalty for operations between 10 PM and 7 AM is 
significant. In 2004, there were 531 night operations. For purposes of this analysis it was 
assumed that airlines would reduce their night operations by 50 percent from 2004 
levels. Due to weather, air traffic and security delays it is inconceivable that the airlines 
would achieve perfect performance and thereby eliminate all night flights. The purpose 
of using an assumption of a 50 percent reduction in night operations is to determine 
what effect this dramatic drop in night operations would have toward increasing flights.  

• If the fleet mix and number of night operations are optimized such that more than 
41 flights can be accommodated at Long Beach, the number of additional flights would 
depend on how many of the new flights occur during the evening and night hours. The 
more new flights during the evening (7 PM to 10 PM) and night hours (10 PM to 7 AM) 
would result in fewer new flights overall. For purposes of this analysis, it was assumed 
that all new flights would be distributed throughout day according to the present 
distribution of flights, with reduced night operations. Specifically, based on the 2004 and 
2003 budget year, 28 percent of any new flights would also occur during the evening 
hours (7 PM to 10 PM) and 1.7 percent would occur at night (10 PM to 7 AM).1  

Fleet Mix Assumptions. The following aircraft substitutions were assumed to optimize the fleet 
mix according the rules outlined above: 

• American Airlines exchanges all of their MD80 operations for the quieter B737-800 
aircraft. 

• Federal Express exchanges all B727 aircraft for the quieter A300 aircraft. 

• Jet Blue exchanges one-third of their A320 aircraft for the quieter E190 aircraft.2 

Resulting Additional Potential Flights. The number of potential additional flights beyond the base 
41 flights is dependent on the type of aircraft that is added and whether that aircraft is flown 
heavy (long haul destination) or flown light (short haul destination). Table 3.6-3 shows the 
sensitivity of the number of additional flights to aircraft type and the time of the flight. 

                                                 
1 The 1.7 percent night operations reflects a 50 percent reduction from the actual level of night operations flown in 

budget year 2003 to reflect the previous assumption of a 50 percent improvement in night operation levels. 
Budget year 2003 showed 3.3 percent operations at night compared to 2.0 percent of operations in budget year 
2004. The budget year 2003 data were used here as “worst-case.” 

2 This assumed usage of the E190 is high relative to the assumption that Jet Blue continues to serve primarily east 
coast destinations; however, the E190 may be used on some domestic long haul flights. Therefore, it was 
included here to ensure that a future scenario in which Jet Blue moves many E190s into Long Beach is accounted 
for. 
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TABLE 3.6-3 
NUMBER OF POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL FLIGHTS1 BY AIRCRAFT TYPE 

 
 Base Aircraft2 Heavy A320 Average A320 B737-800 

New flights 28% evening and 1.7% night 6.4 7.6 11.3 7.8 
1 Beyond the minimum 41 daily flights allowed in the budget 
2 Base aircraft in the budget is defined as an aircraft that produces a noise exposure of 65 CNEL for 100 daytime flights. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
Table 3.6-3 shows that the number of potential new flights is sensitive to the aircraft type. For 
example, if the new flights are a heavy A320 (east coast destination), then there is the potential 
to have 7.6 additional flights, but there may be as many as 11.3 additional flights if the A320 is 
flown at a lighter weight (i.e., to a closer destination). For purposes of this report, average A320 
would be used as the surrogate aircraft for estimating the number of additional flights that could 
possibly be accommodated under the budget. This is due to the fact that it is the most frequently 
flown air carrier aircraft at the Airport. Therefore, it is concluded that the largest number of 
additional flights that could be accommodated under the budget is approximately 11 flights per 
day. It should also be noted that in the allocation of any additional flights the City of Long Beach 
would have to allocate additional flights based on a commitment to operate specific aircraft 
types and destinations. 

The 41 air carrier flights, plus these additional air carrier flights, plus the full utilization of the 25 
commuter flights that are permitted by the budget constitute the maximum number of air carrier 
flights that could occur at the Airport with or without the proposed terminal area improvements. 
The 25 commuter flights would fill the commuter budget and there is not a foreseeable scenario 
in which additional commuter flights could be allocated under the budget. 

3.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Airport serves both general aviation and scheduled commercial passenger airline and cargo 
operations. Boeing and Gulfstream are industrial users that build and or modify aircraft for 
civilian and military use at facilities adjacent to the Airport. The use of the Airport is heavily 
regulated as a result of the environmental sensitivity of the local area, and because of airport-
related litigation. 

The Airport prepares quarterly and annual noise reports as part of its Noise Management 
Program. The Airport operates a noise and aircraft track monitoring systems known as Airport 
Noise and Operations Monitoring System (ANOMS). The data from this system are used to 
enforce the Airport SENEL limits and to calculate the status of the Airport noise budget. The 
noise levels of all commercial aircraft operations and many general aviation operations are 
recorded at 18 permanent noise-monitoring stations around the Airport. Both CNEL and SENEL 
are monitored and calculated for each day and each aircraft. A detailed report summarizing this 
information is compiled every three months, and each year an annual CNEL contour is 
computer modeled. Noise complaint data is also meticulously recorded and analyzed.  

Existing Operations  

In 2004, existing aircraft operations at the Airport totaled 339,258, of which some 27,485 were 
jet air carrier and cargo operations and 10,950 were general aviation jets. There were no 
commuter operations in 2004. General aviation propeller aircraft constituted 298,214 operations, 
and were clearly the dominate factor in terms of number of operations. However, the air carrier 
and cargo jets represent the most dominate source of community noise. A table summarizing 
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the type and number of air carrier aircraft using the Airport in 2004 is provided in the technical 
report (Appendix F). 

Existing Runways and Flight Track Utilization 

The flight tracks (i.e., pathways by which airplanes arrive at and depart from the Airport) at the 
Airport are well established to take advantage of the runway configuration and prevailing wind 
conditions. Runway 12/30, the long runway, is used for the larger aircraft including air carrier 
and cargo operations. Runway 25R is used for these operations when Runway 12/30 is not 
available. About 97 percent of jet air carrier and cargo operations occur on Runway 30, and 
winds result in use of Runway 12 less than 3 percent of the time. 

Existing Long Beach CNEL Contours and Land Use Impacts  

The CNEL contours used to depict existing noise exposure at the Airport are derived from the 
Noise Abatement Quarterly report for the last quarter of 2004. The contours were developed by 
AAAI as part of the quarterly noise reports they prepare for the Airport. The contours are 
depicted on Exhibit 3.6-9. The 2004 70 CNEL contour includes no residential or other noise 
sensitive land uses. The 65 to 70 CNEL contour includes 15 residential dwellings. The 60 to 
65 CNEL contour includes 1,890 residences. The areas within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour can 
be seen in Exhibit 3.6-9. 

In addition to the CNEL contours, specific CNEL values are reported for each permanent noise 
measurement site. Table 3.6-4 displays CNEL values at each of the monitoring locations for 
calendar year 2004. The data include the noise level due to community noise (non-aircraft), 
aircraft noise, and the total noise at each site. 

TABLE 3.6-4 
YEAR 2004 MEASURED CNEL AT LONG BEACH AIRPORT 

 
Site Community Aircraft Total 

1 57.7 52.4 58.8 
2 57.9 51.5 58.8 
3 64.6 58.8 65.7 
4 61.9 61.6 64.8 
5 71.5 53.4 71.6 
6 64.1 61.3 66.0 
7 62.0 58.4 63.5 
8 59.7 61.9 64.0 
9 60.8 63.8 65.5 
10 68.6 64.8 70.1 
11 63.1 56.5 64.0 
12 67.3 54.9 67.5 
13 61.0 64.4 66.0 
14 60.5 60.4 63.5 
15 67.1 60.6 68.0 
16 86.9 66.5 86.9 
17 70.5 66.1 71.8 
18 63.6 69.0 70.0 

Source: City of Long Beach, AMONS, 2004. 
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Existing Long Beach Aircraft Single Event Noise 

SENEL data for the Airport vary by aircraft type. Even for a given aircraft type, each flight 
operates at a different weight, as influenced by destination and load factor. SENEL contours are 
presented here for the reader to compare the noise levels that different aircraft make. 
Exhibits 3.6-10a and 3.6-10b shows the SENEL contours for arrivals to Runway 30 for a variety 
of the major aircraft that use this runway. Exhibits 3.6-11a and 3.6-11b shows the SENEL 
contours for departures on Runway 30 for these same aircraft. Note that two contours are 
shown for the A320, the aircraft used by Jet Blue. One is for a short flight to Oakland and the 
other is for a long flight to New York. The difference in fuel required for these flights results in a 
heavier and noisier departure for the New York-bound flight. Note that there are no SENEL 
contours for a single engine propeller aircraft operating on Runways 25 Right and Left because 
these aircraft did not produce an 85 SEL contour that leaves the Airport boundary. 

The SENEL contours shown in Exhibits 3.6-10 and 3.6-11ab are the 85 and 90 SENEL 
contours. The City Noise Ordinance limits SENEL values to a range between 79 and 102.5 dBA 
depending on runway, operation and time of day. There is no special significance to the 85 and 
90 SENEL contours, other than it is approximately midway between 79 and 102.5 dBA. A 
SENEL of 90 dBA would produce a maximum noise level of approximately 80 dBA outdoors, 
directly under the flight path. The indoor maximum noise level for such a flight would be 
approximately 68 dBA for a home directly under the flight path. The purpose of showing the 85 
and 90 SENEL contours is to provide a comparison of the noise levels generated by different 
aircraft types. 

Existing Long Beach Aircraft Time of Day of Operations 

Long Beach Airport operates under a nighttime restriction, which seeks to eliminate air carrier 
operations between 10 PM and 7 AM. General aviation operations may occur during these night 
hours, provided such operations meet the strict nighttime noise limits that are in effect (see 
Table 3.6-1). Even with the restriction on night operations of air carrier and cargo operations, 
weather, air traffic, and security delays result in air carrier and cargo operations during the night 
hours. During calendar year 2004 there were 28 percent evening and 2 percent night air carrier 
and cargo operations. A review of the year 2004, operations was used to generate the summary 
of night operations shown in Table 3.6-5. A total of 531 air carrier and cargo operations 
occurred during the night hours, however, more than half of these occurred within the first 
10 minutes after 10 PM. During all of 2004 a total of 25 operations occurred after 11 PM. The 
fact that these operations occurred during the night hours is reflected in the noise budget 
computations that apply a severe penalty to night operations. Even those operations that 
occurred within minutes after 10 PM are given the nighttime penalty for budget computation 
purposes.  

Planning Programs 

The Noise Element for the City of Long Beach General Plan was adopted in 1975. The Noise 
Element does not have specific citywide noise standards, but it does utilize and reference the 
State of California Airport Noise Regulations and the 65 CNEL as the noise impact boundary for 
the Airport. The policies pertain to development requirements for area surrounding the Airport 
rather than policies on Airport development or operations. Therefore, none of the policies are 
applicable to the Proposed Project. Similarly, the Airport Land Use Plan assumes the noise 
budget contained in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Ordinance and addresses compatibility 
of land uses surrounding the Airport. The City planning program applicable to the Airport is the 
Strategic Plan 2010.  
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TABLE 3.6-5 
NIGHT AIR CARRIER AND CARGO OPERATIONS FOR 2004 

 
Time Period Operations 
10:00 – 10:10 231 
10:10 – 10:20 74 
10:20 – 10:30 73 
10:30 – 10:40 62 
10:40 – 10:50 48 
10:50 – 11:00 18 

11:00 – Midnight 11 
Midnight – 7:00 14 

Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
Strategic Plan 2010 

The Strategic Plan 2010 has five goal areas, one of them being economic opportunities. Goal 3 
applies to the Airport. 

Economic Opportunity for All 

Goal 3: Balance business growth and neighborhood needs. 

• Expand Long Beach Airport business opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. 

• Take a leadership role with the Southern California Association of Governments 
to address future airport capacity needs of the region – maintaining noise and 
environmental limits at the Long Beach Airport. 

3.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach. The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would result in: 

Construction Noise 

• Construction activities that exceed the Noise Ordinance (Title 8 of the Municipal Code). 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

Airport Operations  

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the general plan, Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and applicable standards of 
State and Federal Agencies. 
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• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
existing levels existing without the project. 

Proposed Project 

The first three thresholds are related to construction related activities and would not be 
applicable to the Optimized Flights scenario. The last two thresholds pertain to on-going 
operations and would not apply to construction activities. Therefore, the discussion below is 
focused on the type of impact associated with each threshold. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Threshold 1: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in construction activities that exceed the Noise Ordinance (Title 8 
of the Municipal Code). 

Threshold 2: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

Threshold 3: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

Though public works projects are exempt from the provisions of the City of Long Beach 
Municipal Noise Ordinance (Section 8.80.010), the EIR used the Noise Ordinance as a basis for 
assessing noise impacts during construction. Exhibit 3.6-12 details the limits specified in the 
ordinance. 

The ordinance does not set specific noise limits for construction, but does limit the hours of 
construction. For purposes of this noise assessment the construction noise impacts would be 
assessed by comparing the construction noise levels with the noise levels permitted for other 
stationary noise sources in the city per Section 8.80.202 of the Municipal Code. If the noise 
limits were exceeded at any residential location, the construction would be deemed significant. 
The noise limits are for exterior areas of a residential land use and listed in Table 3.6-6 as 
follows:  

TABLE 3.6-6 
EXTERIOR NOISE LIMITS1 PER 

LONG BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 8.80.202 
 

Time Period 30 min 15 min 5 min 1 min Maximum 
7 AM to 10 PM 50 dBA 55 60 65 70 
10 PM to 7 AM 45 dBA 50 55 60 65 

1 Noise limits in terms of noise level in dBA that may not be exceeded for specified number of 
minutes in any one-hour and an absolute maximum. 

 
Source: City of Long Beach Municipal Code, 1988.  

 
Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by 
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable 
generators can reach high levels. For the Proposed Project, the highest noise generating 
activities would include construction activities associated with the improvements in the terminal 
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area and construction of the parking structure. None of these activities would occur in the 
vicinity of noise sensitive land uses (i.e., residential development, churches, schools). The 
closest homes to construction of this nature are the homes east of the project site across 
Lakewood Boulevard and on the far side of the golf course. The terminal area construction 
activity that would occur nearest these homes is the construction of the parking garage. The 
distance from the nearest edge of the parking garage to the nearest home is approximately 
2,185 feet.  

For the terminal area the “worst-case” examples of construction noise at 50 feet are presented 
in Exhibit 3.6-13. The peak noise level for most of the equipment that would be used during the 
construction is 70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. To determine “worst-case” construction 
noise impacts, noise levels at the nearest homes 2,185 feet away are estimated using the 
loudest noise level for each type of construction equipment shown in Exhibit 3.6-13. The results 
of this analysis are shown in Table 3.6-7 for the loudest types of construction equipment. It is 
included as a “worst-case” analysis. Nighttime construction on the parking structure is not 
proposed; however, even if it were deemed necessary, no impacts associated with construction 
in the terminal area would occur. Nighttime construction of the terminal improvements may be 
required, though the Terminal Building is further from the homes than the parking structure, no 
impacts would occur with nighttime construction. Additionally, the distance from the project site 
to the nearest residence is far enough that there would be no groundborne vibration.  

TABLE 3.6-7 
MAXIMUM TERMINAL AREA CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT 

RECEPTORS ACROSS LAKEWOOD BOULEVARD 
 

Equipment 
Reference at 

50 feet 
Spherical 
Spreading 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBA at 

Nearest 
Residence1 Lateral 

Attenuation 
Atmospheric 
Absorption 

Net Noise 
Level 

Front Loader 97 64.2 12.7 1.8 49.7 
Jackhammer 99 66.2 12.7 1.8 51.7 
Concrete Mixer 90 57.2 12.7 1.8 42.7 
Crane 96 63.2 12.7 1.8 48.7 
1 Distance of 2,185 feet 
Measurements given in dBA. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

The construction activities on Parcel O would be more limited than those required for 
construction of the parking structure and terminal improvements. This area would potentially 
operate as a temporary parking lot while the parking structure is being constructed, then as tie-
down and small hangars for general aviation aircraft. Construction activities would include some 
clearing, leveling, paving, construction of hangars, and minor improvements such as security 
gates and lighting. The closest existing houses to this area are the homes east of Clark Avenue, 
which are approximately 275 feet away at the nearest point of Parcel O. However, since 
construction would not occur on the narrow “panhandle” portion of the parcel, the closest 
construction would be approximately 1,000 feet away from the nearest residence. Additionally, a 
berm is located along Clark Street that provides approximately nine dBA of attenuation to the 
nearby residences. The noise level estimated for the homes nearest Parcel O (across Clark 
Avenue from the airport) is approximately 55 dBA Lmax (daytime limit is 70 dBA) and an 
average noise level of 50 dBA (daytime limit is 50 dBA). During daytime hours the traffic noise 
on Clark Avenue would mask the construction noise and no significant impact is anticipated.  
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The City of Long Beach does not set noise limits for construction, though the Noise Ordinance 
does limit the hours of construction. As previously indicated, City Public Works projects are 
exempt from the limitations on nighttime work when it is required for safety or to minimize 
disruption of services. Regardless as a “worst-case” scenario, construction noise levels are 
compared to the City of Long Beach Municipal Noise Ordinance to determine whether there 
would be short-term noise impacts. Construction activities would generally abide by the hours 
specified in the Long Beach Municipal Noise Ordinance. However, there would be some times 
when night construction would be required to avoid potential safety hazards or conflict with 
aviation activities. As indicated above, the construction activities in the vicinity of the terminal 
would not result in significant noise impacts on the closest residents located across Lakewood 
Boulevard. However, the residences closest to Parcel O would be much closer to the 
construction activities. Based on analysis of construction noise, night construction activity on 
Parcel O may result in noise levels in excess of the noise levels specified in the Long Beach 
Noise Ordinance. This would apply to heavy truck activity, front loaders, tractors and other such 
heavy equipment that is usually associated with grading and paving. Other construction activity 
such as striping, assembly of prefab metal hangars, fencing or other light construction activity 
can be done at night and meet the night noise level limits of the noise ordinance. While exempt 
from the Municipal Noise Ordinance, these short-term exceedances would be considered a 
significant impact. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3.6-8 for the loudest types of 
construction equipment. It should be noted that the analysis for the pile driver is shown in the 
table even though pile driving is not proposed during the construction of either the Airport 
Terminal improvements or the parking structure. It is included as a “worst-case” analysis. 
Additionally, the distance from the project site to the nearest residence is far enough that there 
would be no groundborne vibration.  

It should be further noted that the trucks hauling cement and gravel would not use local 
residential streets to access the site. All such vehicles would use I-605 to I-405 and Lakewood 
Boulevard to access the terminal area. For construction of Parcel O, access would be off of 
Spring Street and Clark Avenue.  

Impact 3.6-1 Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in noise levels in 
excess of the noise levels specified in the Long Beach Noise 
Ordinance if heavy construction equipment associated with grading 
and paving are used. This impact would be reduced to a level of less 
than significant with the implementation of mitigation measure 3.6-1. 

TABLE 3.6-8 
MAXIMUM PARCEL O CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT RECEPTORS 

ACROSS CLARK AVENUE 
 

Equipment 
Reference at 

50 feet 
Spreading 
and Berm 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBA at 

Nearest 
Residence1 Lateral 

Attenuation 
Atmospheric 
Absorption 

Net Noise 
Level 

Front Loader 97 62.0 8.5 0.8 52.7 
Jackhammer 99 64.0 8.5 0.8 54.7 
Concrete Mixer 90 55.0 8.5 0.8 45.7 
Crane 96 61.0 8.5 0.8 51.7 
1 Distance of 1,000 feet 
Measurements given in dBA. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 
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Threshold 4: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if 

implementation of the project would result in exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
general plan, Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and applicable 
standards of State and Federal Agencies. 

Threshold 5: The project would cause a significant noise related impact if it would 
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above existing levels existing without the project. 

Project Related Impacts 

The determination if there are impacts related to these two thresholds is based on whether the 
Proposed Project results in exposure of people to an exceedance of applicable standards. The 
noise levels associated with use of the proposed terminal area improvements would not be 
substantially different from the existing conditions. The noise budget is the controlling factor at 
the Airport. The noise budget permits a minimum of 41 air carrier and cargo flights and 
25 commuter flights daily. This minimum flight level would be the same with or without the 
terminal area improvements.  

As discussed under Existing Conditions, 15 residential units are currently within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. These units are exposed to noise levels in excess of applicable State 
standards; however, these impacts are not a result of the implementation of the improvements 
outlined as part of the Proposed Project. The operation of the Airport Terminal improvements 
would not increase the number of units exposed to noise levels in excess of State or federal 
standards. Therefore, the operation of the Airport Terminal improvements would not result in 
any impacts associated with this threshold. 

Parcel O long-term use would be as a tie-down and hangar area for general aviation aircraft. 
Activity in this area would primarily be the taxiing of aircraft to and from the tie-down area to the 
runways. The closest point of this tie-down area to the homes across Clark Avenue is about 
1,000 feet. For purposes of this analysis the noise associated with taxiing the noisiest of the 
single engine propeller aircraft was considered. This would be an aircraft like a Cessna 210 or 
Bonanza type aircraft (high performance single engine piston with variable pitch propeller). At a 
distance of 1,000 feet, two noise levels were estimated. The first is the noise level associated 
with a power setting needed to initially move the aircraft from a stop (approximately 65 percent 
of full thrust) and the second is at a power setting needed to taxi the aircraft once moving 
(approximately 50% of full thrust). At the nearest homes across Clark Avenue the noise levels 
estimated are a maximum noise level 51 dBA (thrust necessary to overcome inertia) and taxiing 
noise level of 48 dBA. These operations would occur only for short periods of time and would 
meet the requirements of the Long Beach Noise Ordinance. In addition, a noise berm is 
currently provided at Parcel O. No significant impact would result from the proposed use on 
Parcel O. 

Though the Strategic Plan 2010 does not have specific noise or operational parameters outlined 
for the Airport, there is an economic goal applicable to the Airport. The goal encourages an 
expansion of Long Beach Airport business opportunities, but only within existing noise 
ordinances. Additionally, it encourages the City to take a leadership role with SCAG to address 
future airport capacity needs of the region while maintaining noise and environmental limits at 
the Airport. The Proposed Project is consistent with this goal. The Proposed Project is 
compatible with the Strategic Plan 2010; therefore, there are no significant impacts.  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\3.6 Noise-110305.doc 3.6-22 Noise 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Exhibit 3.6-14 shows CNEL contours for full budget utilization including 25 commuter flights and 
the assumed maximum of 11 additional air carrier/cargo flights. The contours were generated by 
Mestre Greve Associates using the 2004 data files prepared by AAAI, Inc. and adjusting the 
operations for the additional commuter and air carrier flights and the change in fleet mix to 
accommodate the additional air carrier flights. These represent the CNEL contour for the 
Optimized Flights scenario.  

A visual inspection of the contours indicates that the difference between the 2004 and the future 
contours sets is quite small. In fact, the contours for the case with the 25 commuters and 
additional 11 air carrier flights is slightly smaller than the 2004 contours to the north of the 
Airport and slightly larger to the south. This different pattern is due to the change out of the 
MD80 with the B737-800. The MD80 is noisier on departure and quieter on arrival than the 
B737-800. The 25 commuter flights, flown by regional jets, have virtually no effect on the 
contour size. Exhibit 3.6-15 shows the future noise contours that were developed for the 1985 
Noise Compatibility Program. When the existing noise contours and noise contours with the full 
utilization of the 25 commuter flights and additional air carrier flights are compared to the 1985 
contours, the 1985 contours are larger.  

The noise conditions for Parcel O would be the same for the Optimized Flights scenario as with 
the Proposed Project. 

CNEL Land Use Impacts  

Table 3.6-9 provides a comparison of the land uses located within the CNEL contours for the 
existing year 2004 conditions and the future year contours with the budget fully realized. Though 
there are two schools located south of the Airport in the primary approach corridor that fall within 
the 60 CNEL contour with the Optimized Flights scenario, this does not violate State or federal 
noise standards. Therefore, this would not be considered a significant impact. The schools 
within the 60 to 65 CNEL contour include the Minnie Gant School on East Britton Drive and the 
Special Education Building located at the School Safety and Emergency Preparedness Offices 
of the Long Beach Unified School District located at 5250 Los Coyotes Diagonal.  

TABLE 3.6-9 
COMPARISON OF LAND USE IMPACTS, NUMBER OF RESIDENCES 

AND SCHOOLS 
 

 Year 2004 CNEL Future with Additional Flights 
 >70 65- 70 60-65 >70 65-70 60-65 
Residences 0 15 1,890 0 11 1,791 
Schools 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

 
There would be 11 residential units within the 65-70 CNEL contour. This would be in excess of 
State and federal standards. However, this is an existing condition and is not a project related 
impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project does not result in a significant impact based on the 
threshold stated. It should be noted that this is consistent with the City’s Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance.  
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CNEL Receptor Locations  

In addition to the CNEL contours, specific CNEL values are calculated for the 18 RMT locations 
around the Airport. These estimates were made for existing conditions and for the future 
condition in which older noisier air carrier jets are replaced and the budget might allow for 
11 additional air carrier flights, and full utilization of the 25 commuter flights as well. All of these 
CNEL estimates were made using the INM. This data is presented in Table 3.6-10.  

TABLE 3.6-10 
COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND FUTURE CNEL COMPARISON OF 
EXISTING AND FUTURE CNEL VALUES AT REMOTE MONITORING 

TERMINAL LOCATIONS 
 

RMT Location Year 2004 Future1 Difference2

1 53.4 53.3 -0.1 
2 53.2 53.0 -0.2 
3 57.6 57.9 0.3 
4 62.3 62.7 0.4 
5 53.5 53.4 -0.1 
6 61.9 61.7 -0.2 
7 56.9 56.0 -0.9 
8 62.2 61.5 -0.7 
9 63.8 63.2 -0.6 
10 64.3 64.7 0.4 
11 60.3 59.9 -0.4 
12 59.1 58.7 -0.4 
13 64.4 63.9 -.05 
14 60.5 60.4 -0.1 
15 60.2 60.2 0.0 
16 65.8 65.5 -0.3 
17 67.0 67.4 0.4 
18 68.4 67.4 -1.0 

1 Future is the Year 2004 case with full utilization of the 25 commuter flights and 11 additional carrier 
flights that replace older noisier carrier jets. 

2 At remote monitoring terminal locations. 
Note: The INM computes the noise level to tenths of a decibel, but that the overall accuracy of the model 

is more in the range of plus or minus 1.5 to 2 dB. 
 
Source: Mestre Greve Associates, 2005. 

The Optimized Flights scenario would also be consistent with the Strategic Plan 2010. The 
premise of the evaluation is that any increase in flights would need to be consistent with Airport 
Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The Optimized Flights scenario would have incremental 
increases in employment, which would be compatible with the goal of encouraging expansion of 
Long Beach Airport business opportunities. Therefore, there are no significant impacts.  

Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts 

The construction impacts associated with Alternative A would be the same as those identified 
for the Proposed Project. The type of improvements and the equipment used would be the 
same for both the Proposed Project and Alternative A. Though Alternative A proposes slightly 
less square footage the incremental difference would not substantially alter the magnitude or 
duration of the construction noise levels. Impact 3.6-1 would apply to Alternative A. 
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Project Related Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative A would not result in any long-term impacts. The 
noise levels associated with use of the terminal area improvements proposed with Alternative A 
would not be substantially different from the existing conditions.  

The residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed 
to noise levels in excess of State standards. However as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be as a result of implementation of the improvements proposed as part of 
Alternative A. The operation of the terminal area improvements, including the general aviation 
activities relocated to Parcel O, would not increase the number of units exposed to noise levels 
in excess of State or federal standards. Therefore, the operation of the terminal area 
improvements would not result in any impacts. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative A as it is for the Proposed Project. Since the ability to increase flights would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability for this to be 
implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there would be two 
schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario– Minnie Gant 
School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the School Safety 
and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. 

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

The construction impacts associated with Alternative B would be the same as those identified 
for the Proposed Project. The type of improvements and the equipment used would be the 
same for both the Proposed Project and Alternative B. Though the overall noise levels would be 
the same because the type of construction would be the same, it is reasonable to assume that 
the duration of the construction noise levels would be slightly reduced because Alternative B 
proposes approximately one-fourth less square footage than the Proposed Project. However, 
Impact 3.6-1 would also apply to Alternative B. 

Project Related Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not result in any long-term impacts. The 
noise levels associated with use of the terminal area improvements proposed with Alternative B 
would not be substantially different than those evaluated for the Proposed Project.  

The residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed 
to noise levels in excess of State standards. However as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be as a result of implementation of the improvements proposed as part of 
Alternative B. The operation of the terminal area improvements would not increase the number 
of units exposed to noise levels in excess of State or federal standards. Therefore, the operation 
of the terminal area improvements would not result in any impacts. 
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Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative B as it is for the Proposed Project. Since the ability to increase flight would 
result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability for this to be 
implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there would be two 
schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario–Minnie Gant 
School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the School Safety 
and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units within the 65 to 
70 CNEL contour. 

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C does not propose any improvements; therefore, there would be no construction 
related impacts associated with this alternative. 

Project Related Impacts 

As with the other alternatives, Alternative C would not result in any long-term impacts. 
Residential units currently within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour would continue to be exposed to 
noise levels in excess of State standards. However, as with the Proposed Project, these 
impacts would not be associated with the selection of Alternative C but as a result of flights 
consistent with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. Therefore, as with the Proposed 
Project, Alternative C would not result in any impacts. 

With this alternative no development would occur on Parcel O at this time. Therefore, there 
would be no potential construction related impacts.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The assumptions associated with the implementation of the Optimized Flights scenario are the 
same for Alternative C as they are for all the other alternatives. The ability to increase flights 
would result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area facilities, the ability 
for this to be implemented is the same for each of the alternatives. With this Alternative, there 
would be two schools that fall within the 60 CNEL contour for the Optimized Flights scenario–
Minnie Gant School on East Britton Drive and the Special Education Building located at the 
School Safety and Emergency Preparedness Offices. There would also be 11 residential units 
within the 65 to 70 CNEL contour. 

3.6.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

There are no project design features for noise reduction. The terminal area improvements would 
not require any measures to minimize noise impacts. 
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Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.6-1 The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance would apply to continued operations 
at the Airport. All future operations would need to be consistent with the 
provisions of the ordinance. 

SC 3.6-2 The contractor shall comply with the City of Long Beach Noise Ordinance 
pertaining to limitations on construction activities, as outlined in Exhibit 3.6-12, to 
the extent feasible while minimizing any potential conflicts with aviation activities.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-1 The City shall conduct noise measurements during any night construction on 
Parcel O where such construction involves the use of heavy construction 
equipment such as front loaders, tractors, graders, paving machines, 
jackhammers or similar devices. Such measurements shall be made near the 
homes located directly across Clark Avenue from Parcel O. If any night 
measurement exceeds the limits specified in Sections 8.80.150 and 8.80.160 of 
the Long Beach Municipal Code as a result of the construction activity, the 
operation shall be terminated until such time that a construction noise mitigation 
plan can be put into effect that will result in compliance with the night time noise 
limits. Note that in the case where ambient noise levels exceed the noise limits 
specified in Section 8.80.160, the allowable noise exposure standard shall be 
increased per Section 8.80.150 [C] of the Municipal Code to reflect ambient 
levels. 

Existing aviation noise and potential noise levels under an Optimized Flights scenario include 
homes within the 65 CNEL contour. These impacts are not project related but are an existing 
condition and would also occur with the full realization of all the flights permitted in the Airport 
noise budget. Though mitigation is not required because there is not a nexus between the 
impact and the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the City of Long Beach adopt the 
following mitigation measure to address the noise impact associated with the flight levels 
permitted under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. In addition to all homes within the 65 
CNEL contour, the following mitigation measure proposes providing noise attenuation to existing 
schools within the 60 CNEL contour because Congress has authorized the use of federal funds 
for attenuating existing schools to a level of 60 CNEL. The location of those homes and schools 
currently and projected to qualify for the noise attenuation are shown in Exhibits 3.6-16 and 
3.6-17. 

MM 3.6-2 Within 24 months of certification of the EIR, the Airport Manager shall develop a 
land use compatibility program addressing existing and future aviation noise 
levels. The program shall be an ongoing voluntary program that will provide noise 
attenuation and be available to all residential units within the 65 CNEL contour 
and schools within the 60 CNEL contour based on the contours published for 
Long Beach Airport for the previous calendar year (Quarterly Report for 12 month 
Period Ending December 31). In exchange for sound insulation treatment, the 
owners of the property will provide the City of Long Beach an avigation easement 
over said property. The program shall identify (1) methods of providing noise 
attenuation; (2) funding sources for the improvements; (3) methods for 
establishing priorities for implementing the improvements; and (4) an installation 
agreement. The land use compatibility program will be administered by the City 
of Long Beach, Airport Bureau.  
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3.6.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would have the potential to have a short-term 
unavoidable adverse impact if heavy construction equipment is used on Parcel O during 
nighttime hours. However, this would be reduced to a level of less than significant with 
implementation of the mitigation program.  

The Proposed Project and alternatives do not result in any long-term significant impacts. There 
would continue to be sensitive land uses within the 65 CNEL contour, though this is not as a 
result of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measure would 
achieve noise/land use compatibility. However, it must be recognized that the implementation of 
the land use compatibility plan would be phased and compatibility would be achieved over a 
multi-year timeframe. 
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3.7 PUBLIC SERVICES 

As discussed in the Initial Study included in Appendix A, the City of Long Beach has determined 
that the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on the following public 
services and utilities and no further analysis is required: increase in school attendance, parks, 
maintenance, and other public facilities such as libraries. This section addresses the potential 
impacts of the Proposed Project on fire protection and police protection as identified in the Initial 
Study. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Proposed Project’s potential impacts related to public services were based on available 
information for similar construction projects. Methods used to determine the existing conditions, 
as well as potential project impacts, included the following: 

• Conversations with representatives from the Long Beach Police Department, Long 
Beach Fire Department, and Airport staff. 

• Review of the Airport’s construction safety plan, titled Safety and Security Requirements 
During Construction.1 

• Review of the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations.2 

3.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Fire Services 

The FAA’s Federal Aviation Regulations Part 139, has established an index for determining fire-
fighting equipment needs at airports. Airports are rated from “A” through “D” based on the size 
of the planes accessing the airport. Long Beach Airport is ranked as a “C” index airport based 
on the use of the Boeing 757, which is the largest aircraft with five or more daily operations at 
the Airport. An airport with an Index of “C” is required to have two heavy crash vehicles that 
carry water and are foam producing. As discussed below, the Airport has two ARFF units and, 
thus, meets FAA’s minimum requirements. 

There are three City of Long Beach Fire Stations that respond to fire, medical and other 
incidents at the Long Beach Airport. Fire Station 16, located at 2890 E. Wardlow Road, Long 
Beach, is situated on the west side of the airfield. Station 16 is equipped with two Airport 
Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) units and one quick-response unit. The Fire Station is manned 
24-hours a day, with one Battalion Chief and four other fire personnel on-site at all times. The 
primary responsibility of Fire Station 16 is to provide first-response fire suppression directly 
related to airplane crashes/emergencies at the Long Beach Airport.3 The FAA mandates that the 
first primary airport fire suppression apparatus responding to an aircraft emergency must arrive 
within 3 minutes and the remainder of the airport units must all arrive with 4 minutes. Crash 
units assigned to Station 16 currently meet these mandated response times.4  

Fire Station 19, located at 3559 Clark Avenue, provides first-response land-based fire 
suppression and emergency medical services response to the Long Beach Airport terminal area 
and is approximately 0.9 miles east of the Airport. As illustrated in Table 3.7-1 below, Fire 
                                                 
1  Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long 

Beach, California. 
2  Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long 

Beach, California. 
3  Telephone conversation with Deputy Fire Chief Alan Patalano. 
4  Ibid. 
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Station 19 has one fire engine and one paramedic van and is supported by four firefighters and 
two paramedics 24 hours a day.  

TABLE 3.7-1 
FIRE FIGHTING RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO THE AIRPORT 

 
Station Apparatus Daily Staffing 

Station 16 2 ARFF Units, 1 Quick-Response Unit 5a

Station 19 1 Engine, 1 Paramedic Van 4 FF, 2 PM 
Station 9 1 Engine, 1 Paramedic Van 4 FF, 2 PM 
a  Including the Battalion Chief assigned to the Station 
FF = Firefighter 
PM = Paramedic 
 
Source: Telephone conversation with David Sansenbach, Airport Safety Officer, 
09/30/05. 

 
Fire Station 9, located at 3917 Long Beach Boulevard, provides first-response land-based fire 
suppression and paramedic emergency medical services response to the Airport. Fire Station 9 
is located approximately 2.65 miles west of the Airport.5 The approximate response time to land-
based incidents at the Long Beach Airport is five minutes or less.6 Fire Station 9 has one fire 
engine and one paramedic van and is supported by four firefighters and two paramedics 
24 hours a day, as illustrated in Table 3.7-1. 

Land-based fire back-up to Fire Station 19 is provided by Fire Station 17, located at 
2241 Argonne Avenue, and by Fire Station 18, located at 3361 Palo Verde Avenue; back-up for 
Station 9 is provided by Fire Station 7 at 2295 Elm Avenue.7

It should be noted that the City’s Emergency Communication and Operations Center (ECOC) is 
also located near the Airport at 2990 Redondo Avenue. This center is a citywide resource, from 
which all 9-1-1 responses are dispatched. Resources are deployed from the ECOC to incidents 
throughout the City, as needed. Additionally, in a major aircraft or airport emergency, the ECOC 
could act as the Incident Command Center, if required. 

Police Services 

Airport Safety Officers 

There are currently 30 budgeted Airport Safety Officer positions for the Long Beach Airport, with 
21 individuals on active duty. These peace officers are fully sworn officers who provide security 
at the Airport 24 hours per day. Each Airport Safety Officer works four-day, ten-hour shifts.8 One 
sergeant and four officers are on duty during each shift. The City of Long Beach Police 
Department supplements the Airport Safety Officers. Because the Airport Safety Officers work 
on site at the Airport and in the terminal area, their emergency response time is immediate. 

City of Long Beach Police Department 

The Patrol Bureau, Field Operations Division of the Long Beach Police Department located on 
the Airport at 3501 Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach, is responsible for providing supplemental 

                                                 
5 Telephone conversation with Pam Henry. 
6 Telephone conversation with Deputy Fire Chief Alan Patalano. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Telephone conversation with Dave Sansenbach. 
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police protection at the Airport.9 The Field Operations Division is required to provide 
one sergeant, and eight full-time police officers for the Long Beach Airport from 5:00 a.m. 
through 11:00 p.m., seven days per week as a result of a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Long Beach Airport Bureau and the City of Long Beach Police Department. Back-
up police support would be provided from throughout the entire Long Beach Police Department, 
and not from one particular police precinct. The emergency response time for Long Beach 
Police Department personnel working at the Airport is immediate to incidents in the terminal 
area.  

Transportation Security Administration 

On November 19, 2001, the President of the United States signed into law the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act (“ATSA”), which established the new Transportation Security 
Administration (“TSA”) within the Department of Transportation. The TSA is directly responsible 
for developing increased air travel security programs. 

TSA started operations at the Long Beach Airport in October 2002 with the screening of 
passengers. On January 1, 2003, TSA initiated the screening of baggage at the Airport. They 
currently have 120 employees working at Long Beach Airport screening luggage and 
passengers. In addition, TSA currently has 16 ETD machines at the Airport for screening 
luggage and four ETD stations for screening passengers’ carrier-on luggage. In addition, there 
are six stations for screening passengers. 

The passenger checkpoint includes three primary steps: (1) all carry-on baggage must be 
placed on the belt of the X-ray machine, and (2) all passengers must walk through a metal 
detector. If an alarm is set off, the passenger will undergo a secondary screening, and 
(3) secondary screening includes a hand/wand inspection in conjunction with a pat-down 
inspection. TSA personnel respond to potential safety threats immediately. TSA has requested 
improvements at the Airport to enhance passenger and baggage screening activities. 

TABLE 3.7-2 
SECURITY RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO THE AIRPORT 

 
Service Provider Total Personnel Personnel per Peak Shift 

Airport Safety Officers 21a 6 
Long Beach Police Department 9 2 
Transportation Security Administration 120b NAc

a 30 budgeted positions 
b 132 budgeted positions 
c Information on the number of employees per shift is not available. 
 
Source: Telephone conversation with David Sansenbach, Airport Operations Superintendent, Chief of Security, 
September 30, 2005. 

 

                                                 
9 Telephone conversations with Commander Billy Quach, Commander Torben Beith, and David Sansenbach. 
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Related Planning Programs 

City of Long Beach General Plan 

Public Safety Element 

The City’s Public Safety Element was adopted in 1975, pursuant to the requirements of 
California Government Code 65302.1. In addition to helping the City comply with State law, the 
Public Safety Element: 

The City’s Public Safety Element was adopted in May 1975 in response to State law 
(Government Codes Section 65302.1) which mandates the creation of a safety element as a 
part of all city and county general plans. The Public Safety Element: 

1) Identifies all public safety items, which relate to the General Plan. 
2) Incorporates public safety considerations into the overall planning process, to add 

another dimension of insight and greater comprehensiveness to the Long Beach 
General Plan. 

3) Suggests methods for achieving maximum feasible safety for citizens. 
4) Recommends measures to reduce the probability of loss of life, injuries, damage to 

property, and economic and social dislocation resulting from fire, dangerous geologic 
occurrences and most other natural and man-created hazards. 

5) Provides Citizens with an increased sense of security and well-being. 
6) Sets forth means of correcting and/or mitigating hazards. 
7) Informs citizens of potential safety problems and provides information regarding 

emergency situations. 
8) Assists public safety officials in dealing with matters of safety and emergency 

occurrences. 
9) Assures that physical manifestations of safety considerations are reflected in the 

General Plan. 

Protection Goals 

2) Protect existing land uses from the intrusion of safety hazards. 

3.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach and are presented below:   

Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the Proposed Project: 

• Does not conform to the policies of the General Plan pertaining to public services related 
to the Airport. 

• Would result in a substantial increase in demand for public service at the Airport, which 
cannot be met by existing staffing. 

• Would result in inadequate emergency access at the Airport. 
• Would result in inadequate security as determined by TSA. 
• Would conflict with Airport and FAA standards and regulations. 
• Would result in an air or ground safety hazard. 
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Proposed Project 

Threshold 1: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
does not conform to the policies of the General Plan pertaining to 
public services related to the Airport. 

Construction Related Impacts 

The Public Safety Element of the City’s General Plan seeks to protect existing land uses from 
the intrusion of safety hazards. Construction of the Proposed Project would not result in the 
intrusion of safety hazards at the Airport. All construction activities would comply with standard 
City construction requirements. In addition, any activities that occur on the airfield side of the 
airport would be required to comply with FAA requirements. Standard construction practices 
would require notification of emergency services of any activities that would potentially result in 
delays in emergency response times (i.e., roadway detours). There are no specific policies 
related to construction activities and the provision of police and fire services; however, City 
standard conditions require the contractor to submit plans to the Police and Fire Departments 
prior to initiating of work. With implementation of this standard condition, there would be no 
impacts. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would involve improvements to the Airport terminal area facilities, 
including, additional terminal capacity, construction of a new parking structure to better serve 
existing demand at the Airport, and general aviation tie-down space to replace existing tie-down 
areas that would be displaced. The ongoing operation of these facilities would not have an 
adverse impact on the provision of police and fire services. The design of the facilities would 
implement all applicable City and Uniform Building Codes, as well as TSA requirements. 
Implementation of these design standards would ensure that the structures meet the 
requirements for emergency access and fire suppression requirements (i.e., sprinkler systems). 
The Proposed Project would conform to the policies and intent of the General Plan Public Safety 
Element in that it would provide a more secure environment for the screening of baggage and 
passengers. In addition, the circulation improvements associated with the Proposed Project 
would reduce the possibility of safety hazards related to overcrowding. Therefore, there would 
be no impact associated with this threshold and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The General Plan does not have specific standards or policies related to police and fire services 
at the Airport. The increased flight and passenger levels associated with the Optimized Flights 
scenario may result in an incremental increase in demand for services; however, staffing levels 
for Airport security as well as police and fire protection would be adjusted, as necessary, to 
meet changing demands at the Airport.10 Therefore, no additional security services and/or 
security measures would be required to minimize safety hazards at the Airport. No mitigation 
would be required. 

                                                 
10 Telephone conversation with David Sansenbach,  September 30, 2005. 
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Threshold 2: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
would result in a substantial increase in demand for public service at 
the Airport, which cannot be met by existing staffing. 

Construction Related Impacts 

The staffing levels for airport security, police, fire, paramedic, and TSA personnel are tied to the 
number of passengers and flights served by the Airport. Because construction activities would 
not alter the number of passengers or flights at the Airport, there would be no impact on staffing 
levels. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

The purpose of the proposed terminal area improvements is to implement facilities 
improvements to better serve the passengers who currently use the Airport and the projected 
4.2 MAP associated with the minimum number of flights allowed by the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance whose demands for service are met by existing Airport security, police, 
fire, and TSA staffing levels. Since staffing levels are based on the number of passengers and 
flights at the Airport, and not the facilities themselves, the new facilities would not result in a 
substantial increase in demand for fire or police service at the Long Beach Airport.11 No 
mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Resulting from Optimized Flights 

The Optimized Flights scenario would result in an increase of approximately 850,000 annual 
passengers at the Airport. Since staffing levels of the Fire Department, Police Department, and 
airport security, are adjusted to ensure that adequate personnel are available for peak activity 
periods,12 no additional personnel would be required. Similarly, no additional equipment would 
be needed by any of the agencies providing security services at the Airport because, even with 
a potential increase of 11 daily commercial flights and full utilization of the 25 daily commuter 
flights, the Airport would retain a “C” index rating. As discussed in Section 3.7.1 above, the 
Airport has enough equipment to satisfy the requirements associated with the “C” index. No 
mitigation required. 

The staffing requirement for TSA is a function of the number of screening stations, peak 
passenger levels, and the type of equipment/technology available. Federal funding levels for 
TSA also influences staffing levels. The majority of the additional flights would be expected to 
occur at non-peak hours; therefore, it is anticipated that the staffing levels that have been 
currently budgeted would be sufficient.  

Threshold 3: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
would result in inadequate emergency access at the Airport. 

Construction Related Impacts 

The proposed improvements to Long Beach Airport would include the extension of the south 
side of the Donald Douglas Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard and the addition and/or 
modifications of signage, lighting, and pavement markings to aid in the safe movement of 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic through the parking structures, lots and terminal area. In 
addition, the Proposed Project would include internal circulation improvements in the Airport 

                                                 
11 Telephone conversations with Deputy Fire Chief Alan Patalano and David Sansenbach. 
12 Telephone conversation with David Sansenbach. 
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terminal area. During construction, access to these areas could be temporarily affected. 
However, since each of the emergency service providers supporting the Airport (i.e., fire, police, 
airport security and TSA) has personnel and equipment on site at the Airport, their respective 
response times would not be substantially reduced. Access points to the Airport would always 
be maintained. Therefore, this would not be considered a significant impact.  

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City of Long Beach would prepare a Traffic 
Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is maintained during construction. 
Standard Condition 3.7-1 would reduce potential roadway emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant. A component of the Traffic Control Plan would be to coordinate 
with the service providers during each phase of construction to ensure operations can be 
adjusted accordingly. 

During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, FAA, and all applicable 
standards including City of Long Beach fire code, building code, and safety code. Standard 
Condition 3.7-2 would reduce potential terminal area emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

No additional mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

As previously stated, the Proposed Project would involve improvements to the existing Airport 
terminal area and construction of a new parking structure to better serve existing demand at the 
Airport. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with the various City codes and 
regulations, the Uniform Building Code, and TSA requirements. Consistent with City of Long 
Beach design standards, the roadway improvements associated with the Proposed Project 
would provide sufficient clearances and turn-arounds for emergency equipment. Through 
implementation of these standard conditions and regulations, sufficient emergency access 
would be provided to all terminal area improvements. No mitigation measures would be 
required.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The additional flights and associated passenger levels would not have an adverse impact on 
emergency access. The Optimized Flights scenario would not alter any of the facilities at the 
Airport. As discussed in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation, the proposed roadway 
improvements would actually reduce traffic congestion in the Airport area and vicinity. The 
mitigation measures outlined in Section 3.8 provide for traffic improvements commensurate with 
the increased vehicular traffic access the Airport. Even with the additional flights levels that 
could occur under the Optimized Flights scenario, an acceptable volume/capacity ratio would be 
maintained on Airport area roadways. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. No mitigation would be required.  

Threshold 4: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
would result in inadequate security as determined by TSA. 

Construction Related Impacts 

All consultants, contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, and all other persons under their control 
who conduct activities within the Airport’s Air Operations Area (AOA) or restricted areas of the 
Airport during construction of the Proposed Project would be required to adhere to the 
requirements, standards and procedures contained in the Airport’s safety plan. The Airport 
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Operations Representative would be responsible for coordinating all safety and security matters 
during construction, and for ensuring that all procedures and requirements are followed. With 
adherence to the safety plan, no impacts to police or fire protection would occur. Adequate 
security would be maintained.  

Pursuant to Standard Condition 3.7-3, below, during construction activities, the relocation or 
modification of TSA facilities shall be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no 
compromise to the TSA function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability to perform its 
passenger and baggage security screening activities. No additional mitigation would be 
required. 

Project Related Impacts 

A component of the Proposed Project is to enhance the passenger and baggage screening 
facilities to meet the TSA minimum requirements. Currently, the passenger security screening 
area at the Airport is 3,900 square feet. The Proposed Project would add 7,000 square feet for 
passenger security screening, resulting in a total of 10,900 square feet for this purpose. 
Currently, checked baggage screening is conducted outdoors, under a temporary canopy. The 
Proposed Project would provide a 7,000 square feet air-conditioned structure for baggage 
screening. This structure would house the explosive detection equipment, which includes an in-
line baggage conveyor. These improvements would help TSA personnel better provide security 
services, consistent with TSA’s request for facility improvements at the Airport. These 
components of the Proposed Project would be designed to meet TSA specifications. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not result in impacts associated with this threshold. No mitigation 
measures would be required. It should also be noted, that the TSA components of the Proposed 
Project would also be required to meet the design standards of the Long Beach building codes; 
therefore, implementation of the facilities would not impede the ability to provide police and fire 
service. No mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

As previously stated, the Optimized Flights scenario would result in an increase of 
approximately 850,000 annual passengers at the Airport. The staffing requirement for TSA is a 
function of the number of screening stations, peak passenger levels, and the type of 
equipment/technology available. Federal funding levels for TSA also influences staffing levels. 
The majority of the additional flights would be expected to occur at non-peak hours; therefore, it 
is anticipated that the additional passenger and flight levels would effect TSA’s ability to conduct 
adequate security screening. No impacts would occur to Airport emergency services.  

Threshold 5: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
would conflict with Airport and FAA standards and regulations. 

Construction Related Impacts 

The Airport’s construction safety plan, titled Safety and Security Requirements During 
Construction,13 defines standards and procedures for meeting the requirements of Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 139) and local rules and regulations governing operational 
safety on airports during construction. It includes sections on construction controls, security, 
vehicle operation and control, and protection of utilities and services – all of which are strictly 
enforced throughout the duration of any construction project within the Airport’s AOA. All 

                                                 
13  Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long 

Beach, California.  
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consultants, contractors, subcontractors, suppliers, and all other persons under their control 
who conduct activities within the AOA or restricted areas of the Airport during construction of the 
Proposed Project would be required to adhere to the requirements, standards and procedures 
contained in the Airport’s safety plan. The Airport Operations Representative would be 
responsible for coordinating all safety and security matters during construction, and for ensuring 
that all procedures and requirements are followed. With adherence to the safety plan, no 
impacts to public services would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Pursuant to Section 7.2 of the Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations,14 all persons using 
the Airport are subject to the Security Program pursuant to 49CRF1542 of the Transportation 
Security Administration Regulations. Air carrier tenants must have an approved security, safety 
and passenger-handling program. Only personnel and vehicles, properly identified by the 
Airport, are authorized access to the Security Identification Display Area (SIDA). Leaseholders 
are responsible for ensuring the security of leasehold boundaries. The Airport’s Security 
Program is implemented on a continuous basis. Since the Proposed Project would not conflict 
with any of the requirements of 14CFR139 or 49CFR1542 nor add any additional security 
requirements, no impacts to public services would occur. All improvements on the airfield side of 
the Terminal Building would require FAA approval. No mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

The increased number of flights and passengers associated with those flights would not conflict 
with Airport or FAA safety requirements. As with the Proposed Project, the Airport Security Plan 
would be applicable on a continuous basis. There would be no impact associated with this 
threshold and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Threshold 6: Impacts to public services would be considered significant if the project 
would result in an air or ground safety hazard. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction of the Proposed Project would generally be limited to the terminal area and the 
traffic circulation and parking areas on the east side of the Terminal Building, away from the 
airfield at the Airport. The only modifications to the airfield side would be ramp improvements 
associated with the provision of up to 14 aircraft parking spaces and the improvements to 
Parcel O. All improvements would be required to comply with FAA design standards and 
construction practices. As indicated above, the provisions of the Airport’s security plan (Safety 
and Security Requirements During Construction) would be applicable during construction, 
thereby reducing the potential for an air or ground safety hazard during construction. Standard 
Condition 3.7-4, below, calls for the development of a Construction Phasing Implementation 
Plan that would outline measures for eliminating conflicts between construction equipment and 
aircraft activities. Therefore, construction activities would not result in an air or ground safety 
hazard. No mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Long Beach Airport covers 1,166 acres, has five runways, the longest being 10,000 feet, and 
includes multiple land uses which are described in detail in Section 3.5, Land Use and Planning. 

                                                 
14  Available for review at the City of Long Beach Planning Department, 333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 4th Floor, Long 

Beach, California. 
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The Proposed Project would implement changes at the Airport terminal area and adjacent 
parking and traffic circulation areas only. All improvements would be designed to meet City of 
Long Beach and FAA safety standards. As such, the Proposed Project would not be expected to 
result in an air or ground safety hazard. No mitigation would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Increased flight levels at the Airport would not be expected to result in air or ground safety 
hazards as they would not conflict with Airport or FAA standards or regulations. Current 
restrictions on operations pertaining to safety would apply to the additional flights. No mitigation 
would be required. 

Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction Related Impacts  

The construction-related impacts associated with Alternative A would be essentially the same as 
those associated with the Proposed Project, although no construction would occur in the 
ticketing area. Construction of Alternative A would not result in the intrusion of safety hazards at 
the Airport, impact staffing levels, or result in inadequate security at the Airport. Furthermore, 
construction of Alternative A would not conflict with Airport and FAA standards and regulations, 
nor have the potential to result in an air or ground safety hazard. 

Consistent with the Airport’s construction safety plan, all consultants, contractors, 
subcontractors, suppliers, and all other persons under their control who conduct activities within 
the AOA or restricted areas of the Airport during construction of the Proposed Project would be 
required to adhere to the requirements, standards and procedures contained in the Airport’s 
safety plan. The Airport Operations Representative would be responsible for coordinating all 
safety and security matters during construction, and for ensuring that all procedures and 
requirements are followed. With adherence to the safety plan, no impacts to public services 
would occur.  

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City of Long Beach would prepare a Traffic 
Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is maintained during construction and 
emergency service providers are informed of construction phasing activities. Standard 
Condition 3.7-1 would reduce potential roadway emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, FAA, and all applicable 
standards including City of Long Beach fire code, building code, and safety code. Standard 
Condition 3.7-2 would reduce potential terminal area emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Pursuant to Standard Condition 3.7-3, below, during construction activities, the relocation or 
modification of TSA facilities shall be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no 
compromise to the TSA function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability to perform its 
passenger and baggage security screening activities. 

Standard Condition 3.7-4, below, calls for the development of a Construction Phasing 
Implementation Plan that would outline measures for clearly delineating the aircraft parking area 
and eliminating conflicts between construction equipment and air craft activities. Therefore, 
construction activities would not result in an air or ground safety hazard. 
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No additional mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative A would add larger facilities for TSA passenger screening and better facilities for 
TSA baggage screening services, thereby resulting in a positive impact on Airport security. All 
improvements would be designed to meet City of Long Beach and FAA safety standards. 
Adherence to applicable codes and requirements during project design would ensure that there 
would be no impacts to public services in conjunction with the ongoing usage of the terminal 
area improvements. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Even with increased flights, the Airport would retain a “C” index rating; therefore, no additional 
personnel or equipment would be required and adequate security would be maintained. 
Likewise, all Airport and FAA standards and regulations would remain in effect at the Airport. 

Increased flight levels at the Airport would not be expected to result in air or ground safety 
hazards because all FAA and Airport regulations and safety requirements would be applicable 
to the Optimized Flights scenario.  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation, with implementation of the roadway and 
parking improvements, the volume/capacity ratio of Airport and area roadways would improve. 
Consequently, no impacts to emergency access would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Although fewer square feet would be added to the terminal area under Alternative B as 
compared to Proposed Project, the construction-related impacts associated with Alternative B 
would be essentially the same as those associated with the Proposed Project due to the fact 
that construction activities would occur in all the same areas of the Airport, with the exception of 
the ticketing area where no impacts would occur.  

Construction of Alternative B would not result in the intrusion of safety hazards at the Airport, 
impact staffing levels, or result in inadequate security at the Airport. Furthermore, construction 
of Alternative B would not conflict with Airport and FAA standards and regulations, nor have the 
potential to result in an air or ground safety hazard. 

Consistent with the Airport’s construction safety plan, all consultants, contractors, 
subcontractors, suppliers, and all other persons under their control who conduct activities within 
the AOA or restricted areas of the Airport during construction of the improvements would be 
required to adhere to the requirements, standards and procedures contained in the Airport’s 
safety plan. The Airport Operations Representative would be responsible for coordinating all 
safety and security matters during construction, and for ensuring that all procedures and 
requirements are followed. With adherence to the safety plan, no impacts to police or fire 
protection would occur.  

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City of Long Beach would prepare a Traffic 
Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is maintained during construction and 
emergency service providers are informed of construction phasing activities. Standard 
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Condition 3.7-1 would reduce potential roadway emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, FAA, and all applicable 
standards including City of Long Beach fire code, building code, and safety code. Standard 
Condition 3.7-2 would reduce potential terminal area emergency access impacts to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Pursuant to Standard Condition 3.7-3, below, during construction activities, the relocation or 
modification of TSA facilities shall be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no 
compromise to the TSA function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability to perform its 
passenger and baggage security screening activities. 

Standard Condition 3.7-4, below, calls for the development of a Construction Phasing 
Implementation Plan that would outline measures for clearly delineating the aircraft parking area 
and eliminating conflicts between construction equipment and air craft activities. Therefore, 
construction activities would not result in an air or ground safety hazard. 

No additional mitigation would be required. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative B would add larger facilities for TSA passenger screening and better facilities for 
TSA baggage screening services, thereby resulting in a positive impact on Airport security. All 
improvements would be designed to meet City of Long Beach and FAA safety standards. 
Adherence to applicable codes and requirements during project design would ensure that there 
would be no impacts to public services in conjunction with the ongoing usage of the terminal 
area improvements. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

As with the other alternatives considered, the Airport would retain a “C” index rating; therefore, 
no additional personnel or equipment would be required and adequate security would be 
maintained. Likewise, all Airport and FAA standards and regulations would remain in effect at 
the Airport. 

Increased flight levels at the Airport would not be expected to result in air or ground safety 
hazards because all FAA and Airport regulations and safety requirements would be applicable 
to the Optimized Flights scenario. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation, with implementation of the roadway and 
parking improvements which would be part of the Proposed Project, the volume/capacity ratio of 
Airport and area roadways would improve. Consequently, no impacts to emergency access 
would occur. No mitigation would be required. 

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not result in any construction-related impacts in that it does not propose any 
construction activities. No impacts would occur. No mitigation would be required. 
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Project Related Impacts 

Alternative C would not be expected to result in any impacts resulting from inconsistency with 
the policies of the General Plan related to public services. Additionally, it would not be expected 
to result in a substantial increase in demand for public service at the Airport that cannot be met 
by existing staffing. The existing staffing levels should be able to adequately serve the Airport 
because the staffing levels are generally established based on the number of flights and 
passengers and are adjusted accordingly. 

Emergency access to the Airport would not be altered; therefore, there would be no impacts in 
this area. Similarly, the No Project Alternative would not introduce any component that would 
potentially result in an air or ground safety issue.  

Under Alternative C, crowded conditions at the Airport would worsen as the commuter slots are 
filled. Monitoring of the passenger levels would be required to ensure that fire safety codes are 
not violated due to the number of passengers exceeding the approved capacity of the buildings. 
TSA has identified the need for facility improvements to protect the sensitive equipment that is 
used for passenger and baggage screening. Though the Airport would experience overcrowded 
conditions during periods of high activity and security measures would be less than desirable 
due to the absence of appropriate space for TSA baggage and passenger screening activities, 
the TSA has been able to adequately accommodate the current flight levels with the existing 
facilities. TSA has requested new facilities. At this time, it is not possible to accurately predict 
whether there would be any safety impacts associated with the continuation of existing 
conditions, but TSA staff are concerned that there could be. Continued requests for 
improvements at the Airport could be expected from TSA and improvements separate from this 
project may be required to accommodate the demand at the Airport.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights 

Under the optimized flights scenario, the Airport would experience an increase of approximately 
850,000 passengers per year. Overcrowding in the Airport terminal area and parking areas 
would become a more common problem. Initial emergency response would still be from 
services provided on site and emergency access would be maintained. The increased demand 
for passenger and baggage screening associated with the Optimized Flights scenario would 
further tax the existing facilities. Since TSA is required to meet minimum safety screening 
requirements, it is reasonable to assume that this would still be accomplished; however, delays 
as a result of overcrowding would be expected. With no improvements to the facilities available, 
the ability to conduct security screening and comply with all State and local codes would be 
taxed. Given the limited capacity of the holdrooms (permanent and temporary) passengers 
could be required to wait outside of the building during peak hours or other operational changes 
would need to be implemented to ensure safety codes can be achieved. If, as flight levels 
increased, TSA determined that additional facilities were needed to enable them to meet the 
screening requirements, other improvements separate from this project would need to be 
implemented.  

Impact 3.7-1 With Alternative C and the Optimized Flights scenario the capacity of 
the holdrooms may not be sufficient to accommodate the increased 
passenger levels and comply with applicable federal, State and local 
security and safety codes without modification of Airport operating 
procedures. This would be a potential significant impact. No mitigation 
measure is proposed since this is associated with the No Project 
Alternative.  
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3.7.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.7-1 The Proposed Project and the build scenarios include a number of features that 
would enhance public safety and security at the Airport. These features would 
reduce overcrowding and provide an expanded baggage screening area which 
would also be enclosed to protect sensitive screening equipment.  

Standard Conditions and Regulations  

SC 3.7-1 Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City’s contractor shall prepare a 
Traffic Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is maintained at 
the Airport during construction. As part of the Traffic Control Plan the contractor 
shall alert emergency and security service providers of the construction activities 
for each phase of construction. The Traffic Control Plan shall be submitted to the 
City Traffic Engineer for approval. 

SC 3.7-2 During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, FAA, and 
all applicable standards including City of Long Beach fire code, building code, 
and safety code. Long Beach Fire Department shall review and approve design 
plans as part of the site plan review and building permit processes.  

SC 3.7-3 During construction activities, the relocation or modification of TSA facilities shall 
be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no compromise to the TSA 
function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability to perform its passenger and 
baggage security screening activities. 

SC 3.7-4 Prior to initiation of any modifications to the airfield side, the contractor shall 
provide a Construction Phasing Implementation Plan, meeting the approval of the 
Airport Manager. The Plan shall demonstrate how construction activities will be 
conducted and that all applicable FAA airfield safety requirements are being met. 
In addition, the contractor shall prepare a safety plan and participate in on-going 
weekly safety meetings during construction. 

Mitigation Measures 

No additional mitigation measures are required.  

3.7.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the Mitigation Program would avoid potential public service impacts for the 
Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B. No additional mitigation would be required. With 
Alternative C and the Optimized Flights scenario the limited capacity of the existing holdrooms 
may compromise the Airport’s ability to accommodate the increased passenger levels and 
comply with applicable federal, State and local security and safety codes without modification of 
Airport operating procedures. This would be a significant, unavoidable impact. No mitigation 
measure is proposed since this is associated with the No Project Alternative. 
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3.8 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This section identifies and analyzes the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the local 
and regional transportation system in the vicinity of the project. The information contained in this 
section is based upon the Long Beach Terminal Improvement Project Traffic Impact Analysis 
prepared by Meyer Mohaddes Associates (September 2005). The full technical study is 
provided as Appendix G to this EIR. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Traffic Impact Analysis focused on the potential project impacts for the weekday AM and 
PM peak hours (the busiest morning hour between 7 AM and 9 AM and afternoon hour between 
4 PM and 6 PM). The analysis was completed according to the guidelines set forth by the City of 
Long Beach, the County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Program, as well as standard 
practices of the traffic engineering profession. The specific intersections evaluated were 
coordinated with the City of Long Beach. These are depicted in Exhibit 3.8-1 and include the 
following intersections: 

1. Carson Street and Cherry Avenue 
2. Carson Street and Paramount Boulevard 
3. Carson Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
4. Carson Street and Clark Avenue 
5. Bixby Road and Cherry Avenue 
6. Conant Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
7. Conant Street and Clark Avenue 
8. 36th Street and Cherry Avenue 
9. Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue 
10. Wardlow Road/Douglas Drive and Lakewood Boulevard 
11. Wardlow Road and Clark Avenue 
12. Spring Street and Cherry Avenue 
13. Spring Street and Temple Avenue 
14. Spring Street and Redondo Avenue 
15. Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
16. Spring Street and Clark Avenue 
17. Willow Street and Redondo Avenue 
18. Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
19. Willow Street and Clark Avenue 
20. New Exit and Lakewood Boulevard (only assumed in plus project conditions) 

To ensure consistency with the recently-approved Douglas Park project, the Traffic Impact 
Analysis used data from the Douglas Park traffic study (2004). For existing conditions, some 
existing traffic volumes from the Douglas Park study were used and adjusted for 2005 
conditions; new traffic counts were taken in 2004 at two locations. For future project conditions, 
traffic volumes from the Douglas Park EIR traffic study are considered future baseline volumes 
for the airport terminal improvements project. 

Field Inventory 

A field inventory was conducted for the 20 intersection locations and included review of the 
following existing conditions:  

• Intersection geometric layout 
• Lane configuration 
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• Posted speed limits 
• Signal phasing 
• Land uses 
• Curbside parking 
• Bus stop locations 

Trip Generation and Trip Distribution  

In all project scenarios except the existing conditions analysis, assumptions have been made in 
regards to the trip generation potential of the project. Use of the facilities provided by the 
Proposed Project would not cause an increase in traffic. Additional trips would be associated 
with the Optimized Flights scenario.  

The Optimized Flights scenario could result in up to 52 daily commercial flights and 25 daily 
commuter flights at the Airport. As discussed in Section 2.5, Project Description, this is the 
maximum reasonable flight level that could potentially occur with optimized operational 
procedures and aircraft, and still be within the noise budgets permitted by the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. Neither the full utilization of 25 commuter flights at the Airport (which 
are the minimum number of commuter flights allowed by the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance), nor the potential increase of up to 11 commercial flights over current operational 
levels at the Airport, are causally related to the Proposed Project facilities improvements. 

For the CEQA existing plus project analysis, and the year 2020 analyses, it has been assumed 
that the 11 additional commercial carrier flights under optimized conditions would occur in 
addition to full utilization of the 25 commuter flights. Analyses provided by HNTB (May 2004) 
estimated the flight arrival and departure times of the Optimized Flights, which in turn affects the 
times of passenger arrivals to, and departures from, the Airport.  

The existing plus project analysis also assumes that the off-site satellite parking facility on 
Conant Street is still available for use. The 2020 project analyses assume that this parking area 
would not be available for use. 

Trip Generation  

The project trip generation is based on the increased number of flights due to the flight 
optimization. Typically, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation report1 is 
used to obtain trip generation rates. For both commercial and general aviation Airports, ITE trip 
generation rates assume a minimum of 150 to 200 flights per day, with a percentage of the 
passengers having connecting flights (and do not enter or leave the airport in a vehicle). Since 
the Long Beach Airport is unique in its flight types and differs from the ITE case studies (non-
connecting flights in Long Beach), number of flights (much lower than 150 to 200), and airport 
operating hours, it was determined that the use of ITE trip rates would not be appropriate. 
Instead, a set of specialized trip generation rates, based upon those that were developed for 
John Wayne Airport and Ontario International Airport, were calculated. 

The John Wayne Airport study, conducted in 2001, showed the daily trip generation rate for the 
Average Day-Peak Month (ADPM) was 1.84 Trips/Daily Passenger, with the AM peak hour trips 
as five percent of daily trips, and the PM peak hour trips as eight percent of the daily trips. The 
full traffic impact analysis study is available for review at the City Planning Department. 

                                                 
1 “Trip Generation, 7th Edition”, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2003. 
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The Ontario International Airport study uses a formula to estimate the ADPM for non-connecting 
passengers, which provides an equivalent of 1.73 trips per non-connecting daily passenger in 
2002, and their research further showed an eight percent peak hour factor. Thus, the two 
comparable studies in Southern California yield ADPM trip rates varying from 1.73 trips/ 
passenger to 1.84 trips/passenger and from five to eight percent of daily trips in the peak hour. 

For this Long Beach Airport study, a similar estimate of daily and peak trips per passenger was 
made. Daily traffic volumes were taken over two days on Donald Douglas Drive west of 
Lakewood Boulevard. Concurrently, passenger volumes for arriving and departing flights were 
estimated for the same two days, using flight arrival and departure times. Using this data, the 
ratio of vehicle trips ends (in and out of the airport) per passenger was calculated for both days, 
and an estimate of the 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM peak periods traffic volumes were made. The 
resulting trip generation was 1.77 daily trips per passenger and the AM traffic peak hour 
representing approximately 6.0 percent of the daily trips and 5.5 percent of the daily trips in the 
PM traffic peak hour. It should be noted that this traffic generation factor expresses the trips with 
regards to the number of daily trips per passenger, but the number factors in employee trips and 
delivery trips as well. 

A comparison of the three different methodologies for determining trip generation resulted in 
very similar results (within a four percent variance on a daily basis). For this analysis the Long 
Beach Airport trip generation, the Daily Trip Rate of 1.77 was selected, along with a six percent 
AM and PM peak hour factor. As shown in Table 3.8-1, the 1.77 trip rate falls between the two 
local studies at Ontario International and John Wayne Airports. 

TABLE 3.8-1 
TRIP GENERATION METHODOLOGY COMPARISON 

 

 

Long Beach Airport Empirical 
Data Trip Generation 

Methodology 
John Wayne Airport Trip 
Generation Methodology 

Ontario Airport Trip 
Generation 

Methodology 
Daily Traffic 
Volumes 29,240 30,397 29,188 

AM Peak 
Hour Volume 1,754 1,520 2,335 

PM Peak 
Hour Volume 1,754 2,431 2,335 

Source:  Meyer Mohaddes Associates, 2005. 

 
Trip Distribution 

Trip distribution for the Optimized Flights scenario was obtained by using the travel demand 
model that is currently being used for the City’s Mobility Element update. A “select zone” run 
was made of the traffic analysis zone that contains the airport; the results show the generalized 
trip distributions for the zone. The trip distribution was then refined along the roadways in the 
area, and the resultant trip distribution is shown in Exhibit 3.8-2. 

Traffic Operations Analysis Methodology for Signalized Intersections 

Per City of Long Beach guidelines, the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of 
intersection analysis was used to determine the intersection volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) and 
corresponding level of service (LOS) based on the turning movements and intersection 
characteristics at the signalized intersections. A capacity value of 1,600 vehicles per hour per 
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lane was used with a loss time factor of that varied from 0.10 to 0.18 (loss factor accounts for 
the yellow and all red phases of a traffic signal when no traffic moves through the intersection) 
depending on the number of critical phases in the traffic signal. The V/C for the intersection 
corresponds to a LOS value, which describes the intersection operations.  

Levels of Service vary from A through F, with A representing the best possible conditions, free 
flow, and F representing forced flow or failing/congested conditions. Generally, LOS D or better 
is considered acceptable in urban areas such as the study area for the proposed project. 
However, some locations in the study area are currently operating with levels of service in the 
E and F range. For this analysis, the ranges of volume-to-capacity ratios summarized in 
Table 3.8-2 were used to determine LOS for signalized study intersections. 

TABLE 3.8-2 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

 
Level of 
Service Description 

Volume to 
Capacity Ratio

A Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear quite open, 
turning movements are easily made, and nearly all drivers find freedom of 
operation. 

0-.60 

B Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within 
platoons of vehicles. This represents stable flow. An approach to an 
intersection may occasionally be fully utilized and traffic queues start to form. 

.61-.70 

C Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait more than 60 
seconds, and back-ups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most drivers 
feel somewhat restricted. 

.71-.80 

D Fair operation. Cars are sometimes required to wait more than 60 seconds 
during short peaks. There are no long-standing traffic queues. This level is 
typically associated with design practice for peak periods. 

.81-.90 

E Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues develop on critical 
approaches to intersections. Delays may be up to several minutes. 

.91-1.00 

F Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from locations 
downstream or on the cross street may restrict or prevent movement of 
vehicles out of the intersection approach lanes; therefore, volumes carried 
are not predictable. Potential for stop and go type traffic flow. 

Over 1.00 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 1985 and 
Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, NCHRP Circular 212, 1982. 

 
Traffic Operations Analysis Methodology for Unsignalized Intersections  

The only unsignalized intersection in this traffic study is at the new proposed exit from the 
Airport. This new exit would be a one-way eastbound exit (located south of the 
Lakewood/Donald Douglas intersection), and would allow only eastbound right turns onto 
southbound Lakewood Boulevard. Because this intersection would not exist unless 
implemented as part of the Proposed Project, it is analyzed only under the “plus project” 
conditions, and was evaluated using the Highway Capacity Methodology (HCM 2000) for 
unsignalized intersections. This methodology estimates the average total delay for each of the 
traffic movements and determines the level of service for each movement. The overall average 
delay is measured in seconds per vehicle, and level of service is then calculated for the entire 
intersection. 

The HCM delay value is translated to a LOS estimate, which is a relative measure of the 
intersection performance. The six qualitative categories of Level of Service have been defined 
along with the corresponding HCM delay value range, as shown in Table 3.8-3.  
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TABLE 3.8-3 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

 

Level of Service 
(LOS) 

Highway Capacity Manual 
Average Control Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) Level of Service Description 
A < 10 Little or no delay 
B > 10 and < 15 Short traffic delays 
C > 15 and < 25 Average traffic delays 
D > 25 and < 35 Long traffic delays 
E > 35 and < 50 Very long traffic delays 
F > 50 Severe congestion 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2002. 

Congestion Management Plan 

According to the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines 
developed by Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), a traffic impact analysis is required 
given the following conditions: 
 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 
proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak 
hours. 

• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more 
trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

 
The methodology for estimating future traffic volumes for the CMP analyses is a multi-step 
process. First, existing traffic conditions at CMP freeway monitoring stations were obtained in 
the Congestion Management Program documentation published by MTA in 2004. Included are 
AM and PM peak hour traffic demands, capacity, and level of service (LOS) designations. The 
analysis is conducted for the 2012 probable project build-out. Next, traffic growth estimates, 
without the proposed development, were extrapolated from the 2003 CMP data set using a 
0.007 yearly rate of growth, to determine the demand/capacity (D/C) ratio and LOS. Volume 
added as a result of the project was calculated using the trip distribution data from the traffic 
model used to assess project impacts. The CMP monitoring stations are located several miles 
from the airport, and the SCAG Destination 2030 report showed that a large percentage of Long 
Beach airport passengers are from the immediate area. Therefore, it was assumed that only 
75 percent of the traffic that left/arrived at the airport from the freeways are still on I-405 at the 
monitoring stations that are west of I-710 (Santa Fe Avenue) and east of I-605 (just north of 
SR-22). Using this data, added traffic demand at the two CMP stations on I-405 at Santa Fe 
Avenue and just north of SR-22 were assessed. The added volume as a result of the project 
was then added to the projected growth for 2013 without the project, and divided by capacity to 
determine the projected 2013 D/C ratio for a.m. and p.m. peak periods with the project.  

The closest CMP arterial monitoring stations to the project with 50 or more added trips in the 
AM or PM peak hours are at the intersections of Lakewood Boulevard and Carson Street, and 
Lakewood Boulevard and Willow Street. 

Parking 

The effects of parking availability were considered as part of the trip generation study. The 
parking demand for the project was obtained from a Parking Adequacy Analysis study that was 
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conducted by International Parking Design for the Airport in 2001. The report concluded that 
2.75 parking spaces would be needed for each 1,000 annual enplanements.  

3.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The existing roadway network within the study area is illustrated in Exhibit 3.8-1, Traffic Study 
Intersections. All passenger access to the Airport is via Donald Douglas Drive and Lakewood 
Boulevard.  

Lakewood Boulevard is a north-south facility, classified as a regional roadway in the City of 
Long Beach’s General Plan. It is currently four-lanes in each direction within the study area, with 
a raised median and a 40 MPH speed limit. 2001 daily traffic volumes were approximately 
47,000 vehicles per day. 

Donald Douglas Drive is the entrance road to the Long Beach Airport, but also supplies access 
to a limited amount of office space, Million Air, a franchised general aviation services company, 
Gulfstream aircraft manufacturing, and other aviation businesses. Donald Douglas Drives forms 
a one-way, two-lane loop through the airport. The roadway is two lanes in each direction 
between the loop and Lakewood Boulevard. Daily traffic volumes for 2004 were approximately 
16,000 vehicles per day. 

Wardlow Road, opposite Donald Douglas Drive at Lakewood Boulevard, is a four-lane roadway 
with a 35 mile per hour speed limit. This roadway is classified as a Minor Roadway in the City’s 
General Plan. Traffic volumes for 2001 were approximately 8,400 vehicles per day. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Intersection traffic counts for the weekday morning and evening peak traffic periods (7-9 AM 
and 4-6 PM) were obtained through two means. To ensure consistency with the Douglas Park 
EIR, existing traffic volumes for 17 study intersections were taken from the Douglas Park traffic 
study, and adjusted using a City supplied growth factor of one percent annually, in order to 
adjust them to 2005 conditions. At Lakewood Boulevard/Donald Douglas Drive, new AM and 
PM peak period turning movement traffic counts were taken in May 2004 and adjusted to 2005 
conditions. The intersection of Cherry Avenue and E. 36th Street was not analyzed in the 
Douglas Park traffic study, and new counts were taken April 2005. The analysis considered the 
busiest hour of airport related traffic within each of the two peak periods.  

Exhibit 3.8-3 illustrates the existing traffic volumes at each of the study intersections for peak 
hours. Based on the peak one-hour traffic volumes in the study area during the peak analysis 
periods and the analytical methodology described above, the weekday AM and PM peak-hour 
intersection levels of service were analyzed at the study intersections. Table 3.8-4 summarizes 
the existing weekday peak-hour level of service. As illustrated in the table, the following three 
intersections currently operate at LOS E or LOS F: 

• Carson Street and Clark Avenue (LOS E, PM) 
• Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue (LOS E, PM) 
• Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard (LOS E, AM; LOS F, PM) 

All of the remaining study area intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service 
(LOS D or better) during the peak periods. 
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TABLE 3.8-4 
EXISTING WEEKDAY PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

 
Existing Weekday Peak Hour 

AM PM 

No. Intersection 
V/C or 
Delay LOS 

V/C or 
Delay LOS 

1 Carson Street and Cherry Avenue C 0.736 D 0.856 
2 Carson Street and Paramount Boulevard B 0.623 D 0.877 
3 Carson Street and Lakewood Boulevard C 0.730 D 0.811 
4 Carson Street and Clark Avenue D 0.804 E 0.967 
5 Bixby Road and Cherry Avenue A 0.586 B 0.613 
6 Conant Street and Lakewood Boulevard A 0.478 A 0.539 
7 Conant Street and Clark Avenue A 0.416 A 0.417 
8 36th Street and Cherry Avenue B 0.630 B 0.697 
9 Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue D 0.868 E 0.966 

10 Wardlow Road/Douglas Drive and Lakewood Boulevard C 0.724 C 0.739 
11 Wardlow Road and Clark Avenue B 0.643 A 0.576 
12 Spring Street and Cherry Avenue C 0.728 D 0.834 
13 Spring Street and Temple Avenue B 0.665 B 0.646 
14 Spring Street and Redondo Avenue A 0.571 C 0.741 
15 Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard D 0.889 D 0.864 
16 Spring Street and Clark Avenue B 0.665 C 0.791 
17 Willow Street and Redondo Avenue C 0.764 D 0.879 
18 Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard E 0.943 F 1.043 
19 Willow Street and Clark Avenue D 0.900 D 0.804 

V/C = volume to capacity ratio for signalized intersections 
Delay is in seconds per vehicles for unsignalized intersections 
 
Source: Meyer Mohaddes Associates, 2005. 

 
Existing Transit System 

Long Beach Airport is currently served by one Long Beach Transit route, which provides easy 
connection and transfers to major locations in the Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 

Long Beach Transit Route # 111 runs between downtown Long Beach and Lakewood Center 
Mall. Starting its service from the downtown Long Beach transit mall, this route travels through 
Long Beach along Broadway, crossing Cherry Avenue, Redondo Avenue; then along Ximeno 
Avenue to Lakewood Boulevard. It then proceeds northerly along Lakewood Boulevard, 
proceeds through the Long Beach Airport, then continues north towards the Lakewood Mall and 
South Street where it then continues southerly back to downtown Long Beach. 

During weekdays this route starts operation at about 5 AM in the morning and runs until 
12:30 AM, with headways of about 30 minutes until 6:30 PM and a 60-minute headway 
thereafter. During weekends and holidays the route operates from about 5:40 AM to 12:30 AM, 
with headways of about 60 minutes.  

Related Planning Programs 

The City of Long Beach General Plan Circulation Element provides direction pertaining to 
transportation issues in the vicinity of the Airport. The Circulation Element was adopted in 1991. 
The goals and objectives that apply to the Proposed Project are outlined below.  
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In addition, both the City Strategic Plan 2010 and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
prepared by SCAG were reviewed for applicable policies. For the Strategic Plan 2010 there are 
a number of policies related to business growth and providing for development of the Airport, 
while being consistent with the noise ordinances. However, these policies have all been 
addressed elsewhere in the EIR. The RTP is a document that addresses regional needs of the 
six-county SCAG region. The plan is intended to provide “the basic policy and program 
framework for long term investment in our vast regional transportation system in a coordinated, 
cooperative, and continuous manner.” The Proposed Project is not proposing any changes to 
the operations at the Airport or other uses that would be generating substantial traffic that would 
be considered inconsistent with the goals and policies outlined in the RTP. The magnitude of 
the Proposed Project is not of the level that would influence regional direction or policy. SCAG 
in their response to the NOP indicated that the project would not be considered a regionally 
significant project; therefore, the focus of the policy analysis is at the local level. 

City of Long Beach Circulation Element 

Transportation Goals 

Goal: The City of Long Beach is to maintain or improve our current ability to move people and 
goods to and from activity centers while reinforcing the quality of life in our 
neighborhoods. 

Objective 1: Maintain traffic and transportation service levels at Level of Service “D” or 
at the 1987 LOS where that LOS was worse than “D.”  

Objective 2: Accommodate reasonable, balanced growth.  

Objective 3: Maintain or enhance our quality of life.  

Recommendations from Transportation Element 

The following objectives and policies are taken from the “Recommendations” section of the 
Transportation Element, which address the future growth scenarios within the City and 
anticipated traffic problems associated with them. In order to manage the increase of traffic 
without jeopardizing the quality of life in the residential communities, a “policy plan” was created. 
The policy plan includes objectives and guidelines that provide guidance in decisions related to 
traffic operations and roadway improvements in determining the actions to implement in land 
use decisions.  

Roadway Improvements and Better Utilization of City Streets 

Objectives: 

• Maintain Level of Service D or better on all streets and at all intersections. 
• Increase efficiency of operations of regional corridors, and major and minor arterials.  

Policy 3: Apply system management techniques, such as traffic signal 
synchronization or computerization, reversible lanes, parking prohibitions, 
left hand turn pockets, and recessed bus bays where appropriate to 
optimize the existing capacity on Regional Corridors, Major Arterials, and 
Minor Arterials.  
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Airport 

Objectives: 

• Support the Long Beach Airport as a viable commercial aviation facility to serve the 
community needs while maintaining the quality of life of the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  

• Provide convenient ground access to and from the Airport by using public and private 
transit services.  

Policy 1: Adopt a long-range development plan for Long Beach Airport when the 
court decision regarding the number of flights and noise regulations is 
rendered. When this master plan is adopted, the Transportation Element 
should be amended accordingly.  

Policy 5: Monitor future development projects based on the effectiveness of trip 
reduction program.  

3.8.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Thresholds of Significance 

The thresholds of significance for this EIR have been determined in cooperation with the City of 
Long Beach and are presented below. 

In general, impacts to transportation, circulation and parking would be considered to be 
significant if: 

• The resulting level of service at an intersection is E or F, and the project related traffic 
causes a volume to capacity (V/C) increase of 0.02 or higher to the critical movements. 

• If the project would contribute 500 or more net daily trips (total both directions) or 
50 more net hourly trips (total both directions) to a residential street segment. 

• Either individually or cumulatively a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways would be exceeded.  

• If the project would result in inadequate parking capacity. 

• If the project would result in noncompliance with SCAG regional transportation policies 
or inconsistency with the General Plan or Strategic Plan. 

Impact Analysis 

The traffic analysis compares each of the project alternatives to existing conditions for a 
determination of project impact significance, in accordance with CEQA (guidelines section 
15125(a)). In the CEQA Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario, the analysis considers 
impacts associated with up to 52 commercial flights (optimized conditions) and 25 commuter 
flights, overlaid on existing traffic conditions. This analysis assumes all aspects of the Proposed 
Project, including terminal area improvements, the proposed parking structure, and the new exit 
from Donald Douglas Drive to Lakewood Boulevard for southbound traffic are all completed. For 
this Existing Plus Optimized Flights Scenario, the existing off-site parking facility is still in place 
and available for airport use.  
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In addition to the Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario, which is required by CEQA, the 
analysis also provides a long-range (year 2020) analysis that considers the Optimized Flights 
overlaid on projected 2020 traffic levels. This analysis provides a comprehensive cumulative 
analysis. Since this evaluation considers regional growth and cumulative projects, the 2020 
Optimized Flights scenario is compared to the 2020 No Project Optimized Flights scenario to 
determine impacts. 

Proposed Project 

Threshold 1: Impacts to transportation and circulation would be considered 
significant if the resulting level of service is E or F, and the project 
related traffic causes a volume to capacity (V/C) increase of 0.02 or 
higher to the critical movements. 

Construction-Related Impacts 

There would be temporary increases in traffic volumes on project area roadways during site 
preparation and construction of the Proposed Project due to traffic generated by construction 
workers’ vehicles and trucks transporting materials and equipment to and from the site. 

Construction workers would generate approximately 50 peak hour trips during the most active 
construction period. The workers would generate approximately 50 trips during the morning 
peak-hour (50 in and 0 out) and 50 trips during the afternoon peak-hour (0 in and 50 out), with 
all workers parking on-site. The construction related truck trips that occur while the peak 
numbers of employees are present would be minimal, with construction materials being 
delivered in the off-peak hours. Peak truck trips would occur during the pouring of concrete for 
the parking structure, with one truck approximately every 15 minutes, from 7:00 AM to 4:00 PM, 
or four trips during the AM peak hour. However, when the concrete pours are being made, the 
number of employees required on site would be lower than 50. Traffic generated during site 
construction/preparation would result in a short-term minimal impact on the roadways in the 
immediate project vicinity. No significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures 
are required. It should be noted, however, that SC 3.7-1 would require the contractor to prepare 
a Traffic Control Plan to ensure adequate emergency access is maintained at the Airport during 
construction. 

Project Related Impacts 

Existing Plus Proposed Project 

Under the Existing Plus the Proposed Project scenario, there would not be any additional trips 
because no additional flights or other attractions would be provided. As discussed above, the 
trips are associated with the number of passengers and flight levels. As a result, the expected 
traffic volumes associated with the Existing Plus Proposed Project would be generally the same 
as existing conditions. This scenario would not create an undesirable peak hour LOS at any of 
the key intersections.  

Year 2020 Evaluation 

The Proposed Project would not substantially alter the traffic generation rates for the Airport. 
The Proposed Project would not result in any additional flights or passengers. The terminal area 
improvements would result in a small incremental increase in the trips related to deliveries and 
employee trips associated with the increased concessions area. However, the increase in 
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concessions area would not be sufficient to alter the overall trip generation rate used for the 
Airport.  

As previously indicated, both the full utilization of all 25 commuter flights and the potential 
increase of up to 11 commercial flights over current operational levels at the Airport are not 
causally related to the project proposed facilities improvements. If the operational procedures 
and aircraft used are optimized so that additional flights could operate within the noise budget 
permitted by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, then the flights are allowed regardless 
of whether the Proposed Project is approved or built. This would not be considered a 
discretionary action. The discussion of impacts associated with the additional traffic generation 
with an increase in flights is provided below under the Optimized Flights scenario.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

Existing Plus Optimized Flights Scenario 

As discussed above under trip generation methodology, trips are associated with the number of 
passengers and flight levels. The daily trip rate of 1.77, along with a six percent AM and PM 
peak hour factor was used to estimate the traffic volumes associated with the Optimized Flights 
conditions using the assumption of 16,520 passengers in the ADPM. This resulted in an 
estimated daily peak hour trip generation of 1,754 trips for both the AM and PM peak hours. As 
compared to the 2005 traffic volumes, this is an increase of approximately 830 trips in the AM 
peak hour and 880 trips in the PM peak hour.  

The traffic model was used to assess the impacts of the estimated Optimized Flights conditions. 
The Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hour 
conditions are shown in Exhibit 3.8-4. Table 3.8-5 provides the LOS for each of the study 
intersections for the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  

As can be seen in Table 3.8-5, there are five intersections that are expected to operate at 
LOS E or F in the AM or PM peak hours in the Existing Plus Optimized Flights conditions. These 
intersections are: 
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TABLE 3.8-5 
EXISTING PLUS OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS SCENARIO PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

 
Existing Weekday Peak Hour 

AM PM 

Existing  
Existing Plus 

Optimized  Existing 
Existing Plus 

Optimized 

Intersection LOS 
V/C or 
Delay LOS  

V/C or 
Delay 

Diff. due to
Proposed 

Project LOS 
V/C or 
Delay LOS  

V/C or 
Delay 

Diff. due to
Proposed 

Project 

1 Carson Street and Cherry Avenue C          0.736 C 0.753 0.017 D 0.856 D 0.877 0.021
2 Carson Street and Paramount Boulevard        B 0.623 B 0.639 0.016 D 0.877 D 0.895 0.018
3 Carson Street and Lakewood Boulevard        C 0.730 D 0.828 0.098 D 0.811 D 0.853 0.042
4 Carson Street and Clark Avenue D          0.804 D 0.807 0.003 E 0.967 E 0.972 0.005
5 Bixby Road and Cherry Avenue A 0.586         A 0.596 0.010 B 0.613 B 0.616 0.003
6 Conant Street and Lakewood Boulevard        A 0.478 A 0.524 0.046 A 0.539 A 0.588 0.049
7 Conant Street and Clark Avenue A          0.416 A 0.422 0.006 A 0.417 A 0.421 0.004
8 36th Street and Cherry Avenue B          0.630 B 0.636 0.006 B 0.697 C 0.702 0.005
9 Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue D 0.868         D 0.890 0.022 E 0.966 E 0.980 0.014

10 Wardlow Road/Douglas Drive and Lakewood Boulevard           C 0.724 D 0.852 0.128 C 0.739 C 0.711 -0.028
11 Wardlow Road and Clark Avenue B 0.643         B 0.647 0.004 A 0.576 A 0.580 0.004
12 Spring Street and Cherry Avenue          C 0.728 0.731C 0.003 D 0.834 D 0.836 0.002
13 Spring Street and Temple Avenue          B 0.665 0.673B 0.008 B 0.646 B 0.658 0.012
14 Spring Street and Redondo Avenue A          0.571 A 0.582 0.011 C 0.741 C 0.752 0.011
15 Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard D 0.889 E 0.928 0.039 D     0.864 D 0.899 0.035
16 Spring Street and Clark Avenue B          0.665 B 0.673 0.008 C 0.791 D 0.801 0.010
17 Willow Street and Redondo Avenue C          0.764 C 0.772 0.008 D 0.879 D 0.889 0.010
18 Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard E 0.943 E 0.967 0.024 F     1.043 F 1.055 0.012
19 Willow Street and Clark Avenue D          0.900 E 0.904 0.004 D 0.804 D 0.811 0.007
20 New Exit and Lakewood Boulevard NA NA         A 0.8* NA NA NA A 1.3* NA

 V/C = volume to capacity ratio for signalized intersections 
 *  Delay is in seconds per vehicles for unsignalized intersections 
 Bold indicates significant project impact according to City of Long Beach guidelines 
 
 Source: Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, 2005. 
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Existing Plus Optimized Flights Conditions LOS E/F 
• Carson Street and Clark Avenue (LOS E, PM) 
• Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue (LOS E, PM) 
• Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard (LOS E, AM) 
• Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard (LOS E, AM; LOS F, PM) 
• Willow Street and Clark Avenue (LOS E, AM) 

All of the remaining study area intersections are expected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS D or better) during the peak periods of the Existing Plus Optimized Flights 
scenario conditions. 

Based on the threshold of significance used by the City of Long Beach, the Existing Plus 
Optimized Flights scenario would result in significant impacts at two locations during the 
weekday AM peak hour. Table 3.8-5 shows which locations would be significantly impacted, and 
the magnitude of the project-related impact on the V/C ratio or delay. The impacted 
intersections are: 

Impacted Intersections in the Existing Plus Optimized Flights Scenario 
• Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
• Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard 

For the Spring Street at Lakewood Boulevard intersection, the intersection would reach LOS E 
when approximately 375 additional AM peak hour trips occur. Using the six percent peak hour 
factor, and 1.77 daily trips per passenger, this equates into an approximate increase of 
3,500 ADPM passengers (45 percent of the total added) over 2005 conditions. 

At the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard intersection, the intersection currently operates at 
LOS E, and would exceed the 0.02 V/C impact threshold when approximately 675 additional AM 
peak hour trips occur. Again using the six percent peak hour factor and 1.77 daily trips per 
passenger, this intersection would reach the impact threshold when approximately 
6,340 additional ADPM passengers (81 percent of the total trips added with the Optimized 
Flights scenario) use the airport. 

Impact 3.8-1 The Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario would result in 
significant impacts at the Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard and the 
Willow Street/ Lakewood Boulevard intersections during the weekday 
AM peak hour. With the implementation of MM 3.8-1, this impact 
would be reduced to less than significant. 

Year 2020 Evaluation 

For consistency purposes, all baseline 2020 conditions have been obtained from the Douglas 
Park EIR. This EIR has determined future background traffic volumes on the study area 
roadways and intersections, which include two primary variables: (1) ambient traffic growth rate, 
and (2) traffic due to known related development projects. The background traffic forecasts 
include a determination of the annual ambient traffic growth rate combined with specific 
cumulative development projects in the area, which may affect increases in local traffic. For the 
Proposed Project with Optimized Flights scenario, the implementation of the Douglas Park 
project is also considered a cumulative project. Therefore, the Douglas Park project with 
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adopted mitigation measures is considered as future baseline conditions for this analysis.2 The 
Douglas Park EIR considered an increase in the number of trips for the Airport as a related 
development project. These trips have been taken into consideration in the 2020 project 
analyses. Only the difference between the additional trips due to Proposed Project with 
Optimized Flights scenario and the Douglas Park assumptions has been added in the traffic 
model. 

As previously indicated, for determining impacts the 2020 Proposed Project with Optimized 
Flights scenario is compared to the 2020 No Project with Optimized Flights. All regional and 
cumulative growth, as well as mitigation measures associated with the Douglas Park project are 
assumed under both scenarios.3 In the 2020 scenarios, the existing off-site parking facilities 
(Lot D) are not assumed to be available. For the 2020 No Project Optimized Flights scenario, 
the on-site parking structure would not be built, resulting in parking deficiency. Therefore, for the 
No Project Optimized Flights scenario, additional drop-off trips have been assumed. For the 
2020 Proposed Project with Optimized Flights scenario, the new on-site parking structure would 
be available; however, as when parking demand begins to approach parking capacity, there 
would be a slight increase in drop-off trips. To factor in the drop off trips, an increase in the 2020 
trips have been assumed. For the 2020 No Project Optimized Flights scenario there would be 
an approximate 25 to 30 percent increase in trips resulting in 2,162 AM peak hour trips and 
2,272 PM peak hour trips. This is due to the approximate 4,400 parking space deficit, causing 
additional drop-off and off-site parking trips. For the 2020 Proposed Project with Optimized 
Flights scenario there would be an approximate five to six percent increase in trips, resulting in 
1,843 AM peak hour trips and 1,868 PM peak hour trips. This is due to an approximate 
950 parking space deficit. Therefore, the actual number of trips in the Proposed Project with 
Optimized Flights is lower than the 2020 No Project with Optimized Flights conditions. The 2020 
traffic volumes for the No Project with Optimized Flights and the 2020 Proposed Project with 
Optimized Flights are shown in Exhibits 3.8-5 and 3.8-6, respectively. 

The results of the analysis of the 2020 traffic conditions for the study intersections are 
summarized in Table 3.8-6, which includes a comparison to the no-project conditions. It can be 
seen that in the Proposed Project with Optimized Flights scenario, the lower traffic volumes 
result in an improvement in the volume/capacity ratio and no project impacts would occur. 

 
2 A full description of the Douglas Park build-out conditions as used in this report are available at the City of Long 

Beach Planning Department, 333 West Ocean Boulevard, Long Beach or an online version is also available at: 
http://www.longbeach.gov/apps/cd/projects/boeingeir/issues/home.htm. 

3 The 2020 analysis considers all Douglas Park traffic and mitigations to be in place, including the Adaptive 
Management Control System (ATCS) and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements that are 
estimated to increase the saturation flow rate by 10 percent to 1,760 vehicles per hour. 

http://www.longbeach.gov/apps/cd/projects/boeingeir/issues/home.htm
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TABLE 3.8-6 
2020 NO-PROJECT OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS AND 2020 PROPOSED PROJECT WITH OPTIMIZED FLIGHTS PEAK-

HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 
 

2020 Weekday Peak Hour 
AM PM 

2020 No 
Project 

2020 Plus Project 
and Optimized 

Flights 
2020 No 
Project 

2020 Plus Project 
and Optimized 

Flights 

Intersection LOS
V/C or 
Delay LOS V/C or Delay

Diff. due to 
Proposed 

Project LOS
V/C or 
Delay LOS V/C or Delay

Diff. due to 
Proposed 

Project 
1 Carson Street and Cherry Avenue E 0.918     E 0.905 -0.013 F 1.127 F 1.116 -0.011
2 Carson Street and Paramount Boulevard        C 0.761 C 0.754 -0.007 F 1.033 F 1.025 -0.008
3 Carson Street and Lakewood Boulevard        E 0.993 E 0.960 -0.033 F 1.037 F 1.030 -0.007
4 Carson Street and Clark Avenue D 0.804         D 0.804 0.000 F 1.033 F 1.030 -0.003
5 Bixby Road and Cherry Avenue C 0.705         C 0.704 -0.001 C 0.761 C 0.760 -0.001
6 Conant Street and Lakewood Boulevard        E 0.958 E 0.944 -0.014 F 1.022 F 1.006 -0.016
7 Conant Street and Clark Avenue C 0.724         C 0.723 -0.001 A 0.460 A 0.458 -0.002
8 36th Street and Cherry Avenue D 0.894         D 0.893 -0.001 C 0.779 C 0.777 -0.002
9 Wardlow Road and Cherry Avenue D 0.884 D      0.876 -0.008 E 0.953 E 0.945 -0.008
10 Wardlow Road/Douglas Drive and Lakewood Boulevard F         1.227 E 0.961 -0.266 F 1.247 E 0.931 -0.316
11 Wardlow Road and Clark Avenue B 0.688         B 0.698 0.010 C 0.759 C 0.749 -0.010
12 Spring Street and Cherry Avenue D          0.836 D 0.834 -0.002 E 0.902 D 0.899 -0.003
13 Spring Street and Temple Avenue C          0.738 C 0.737 -0.001 F 1.097 F 1.095 -0.002
14 Spring Street and Redondo Avenue B 0.617         B 0.613 -0.004 E 0.831 E 0.827 -0.004
15 Spring Street and Lakewood Boulevard       F 1.112 F 1.093 -0.019 F 1.248 F 1.223 -0.025
16 Spring Street and Clark Avenue C 0.733         C 0.728 -0.005 E 0.920 E 0.917 -0.003
17 Willow Street and Redondo Avenue C 0.745         C 0.741 -0.004 E 0.917 E 0.914 -0.003
18 Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard E          0.977 E 0.968 -0.009 F 1.097 F 1.092 -0.005
19 Willow Street and Clark Avenue E 0.954         E 0.951 -0.003 D 0.809 D 0.805 -0.004
20 New Exit/Lakewood Boulevard NA NA A 1.0* NA NA NA A 1.9* NA 
 V/C = volume to capacity ratio for signalized intersections 
 * Delay is in seconds per vehicles for unsignalized intersections 
  
 Source: Meyer Mohaddes Associates, 2005. 
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Threshold 2: Impacts to transportation and circulation would be considered to be 
significant if the project would contribute 500 or more net daily trips 
(total both directions) or 50 more net hourly trips (total both directions) 
to a residential street segment. 

Construction-Related Impacts 

Construction trips would not use residential streets to access the Airport. The construction 
activities would take place off of Donald Douglas Drive and Lakewood Boulevard for the 
terminal area improvements and off of Clark Avenue and Willow Street for improvements to 
Parcel O. All construction vehicles would use I-405 and Lakewood Boulevard to access the 
terminal area site and Clark Avenue for access to Parcel O during daytime construction 
activities. Though there are residential streets east of Clark Avenue, this route does not traverse 
internal to residential neighborhoods. There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation 
measures are required.  

Project Related Impacts 

The Proposed Project would not alter the travel routes currently used by Airport patrons. With 
the access to the Airport being off of Lakewood Boulevard most trips access the site from I-405 
and directly from Lakewood Boulevard. Those accessing Parcel O (for temporary parking if 
required during the construction of the parking structure and later for general aviation) Clark 
Avenue would be used. There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

Though the number of trips associated with the Airport would increase, the travel routes to and 
from the Airport would not be altered. As indicated above, the access to the Airport is off of 
Lakewood Boulevard and non-residential uses are immediately adjacent to the Airport 
minimizing the opportunity for cut through trips. Access to Parcel O would be off of Clark 
Avenue. As previously indicated, there are residential streets east of Clark Avenue; access to 
Parcel O would not encourage traversing internal to residential neighborhoods. There would be 
no significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 3: Impacts to transportation and circulation would be considered to be 
significant if the project would exceed either individually or 
cumulatively a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.  

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a statewide program that requires the system 
wide evaluation of arterial and freeway facilities. In Los Angeles County, the CMP is the 
responsibility of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority. CMP guidelines require the 
assessment of development project impacts on the freeway system and at selected arterial 
intersections that are on the designated CMP system. According to the CMP Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) Guidelines developed by MTA, a traffic impact analysis is required given the 
following conditions: 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 
proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak 
hours. 
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• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more 
trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

The closest CMP arterial monitoring stations to the project with 50 or more added trips in the 
AM or PM peak hours are at the intersections of Lakewood Boulevard and Carson Street, and 
Lakewood Boulevard and Willow Street. These intersections have been analyzed as part of the 
traffic impact study and the results of those analyses are presented in this traffic study report.  

The closest freeway monitoring stations include I-405 north of State Route 22 (SR-22) and also 
I-405 at Santa Fe Avenue. In accordance with CMP guidelines, an increase of 0.02 or more in 
the D/C ratio with a resulting LOS F, or an increase of 0.02 or more in an existing LOS F is 
considered a significant impact.  

Construction-Related Impacts

There would not be sufficient construction trips to warrant a CMP Transportation Impact 
Analysis. 

Project Related Impacts 

As previously indicated, the Proposed Project would not increase the number of trips associated 
with the Airport. These trips are based on the number of flights and passengers. These numbers 
would not be expected to appreciably increase. There would not be sufficient construction trips 
to warrant a CMP Transportation Impact Analysis. 

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

Even with the Optimized Flights, a CMP Transportation Impact Analysis would not be warranted 
because the Proposed Project fails to add 150 or more trips at the CMP monitoring stations, in 
either direction during either the AM or PM weekday peak periods. However, the analysis was 
completed for informational purposes only and is summarized in Table 3.8-7 below. As indicated 
by the data in the table, the project is expected to have no significant CMP system impact on 
I-405. There would be no significant CMP impacts. 

TABLE 3.8-7 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN FREEWAY ANALYSIS 

 
I-405 at Santa Fe Ave I-405 north of SR-22 

AM PM AM PM  
NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB 

2003 Volumes 8223 7773 7347 8116 8558 7305 7435 12726
Growth per Year 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007
Added Growth (2003 to 2013) 576 544 514 568 599 511 520 891 
Background Volume for Year 2013 8799 8317 7861 8684 9157 7816 7955 13617
Added Volume from project 64 121 104 81 129 68 86 111 
Total Volume w/project (2013) 8862 8438 7965 8765 9286 7885 8042 13728
Capacity 8000 8000 8000 8000 8000 10000 8000 10000
D/C-w/project (2013) 1.108 1.055 0.996 1.096 1.161 0.788 1.005 1.373
LOS F(0) F(0) E F(0) F(0) D F(0) F(2) 
Projected D/C w/o project 1.100 1.040 0.983 1.086 1.145 0.782 0.994 1.362
projected D/C w/ project 1.108 1.055 0.996 1.096 1.161 0.788 1.005 1.373
Change  0.008 0.015 0.013 0.010 0.016 0.007 0.011 0.011
Significant Impact No No No No No No No No 
Source: Meyer Mohaddes Associates, 2005. 
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Threshold 4: Impacts to parking would be considered to be significant if the project 
would result in inadequate parking capacity. 

Construction-Related Impacts 

During construction of the new parking structure, approximately 1,000 surface vehicular parking 
at the airport would be temporarily displaced. This may result in inadequate parking at the 
Airport during construction. However, an element of the Proposed Project is to provide 
temporary vehicular spaces in Parcel O, located on Clark Avenue near Willow Street, if 
necessary. The need for temporary vehicular parking in Parcel O would be determined prior to 
construction of the parking structure. Currently, there is some excess capacity in Lot D and the 
roof of the parking structure is not fully utilized. The proposed phasing identifies the construction 
of the parking structure in an early phase of improvements. If deemed to be necessary, Parcel 
O could be used for employee, rental cars, and public use parking with shuttle service provided. 
By moving employee parking to Parcel O, an additional 591 on-site spaces would be available 
for the public. However, this EIR has evaluated the use of Parcel O for temporary public use 
parking as a “worst-case” scenario. It is estimated that a total of 5.5 acres of Parcel O would be 
developed for temporary parking on a short-term basis. Parcel O would provide approximately 
740 additional parking spaces. Shuttle bus service would transport passengers to and from the 
terminal area. With this project design feature, there would be no significant impacts associated 
with insufficient parking during construction.  

Project Related Impacts 

A component of the Proposed Project is the construction of a parking structure. The parking 
structure is expected to accommodate approximately 4,000 vehicles. The Proposed Project, 
when completed, would provide 6,286 parking spaces on site. This would also include on-site 
parking for rental cars. This assumes no off-site leased parking is required. Based on the 
Parking Adequacy Analysis Study conducted for the Airport in 2001, there is a need for 
2.75 parking spaces for each 1,000 annual enplanements. Currently, there are approximately 
2.9 MAP at the Airport. Assuming half of the total projected passenger load is enplanements, 
this would equate to approximately 1.5 million enplanements annually or the need for 
4,125 parking spaces. Assuming the current 41 air carrier flights and the 25 commuter flights 
(minimum levels provided by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance), there would be 
approximately 4.2 MAP. Using the same assumption of half the MAP being enplanements, there 
would be a need for approximately 5,850 parking spaces. The Proposed Project provides 
6,286 parking spaces; therefore, there would be no parking impacts and no mitigation required.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

As indicated above in the discussion of Threshold 1, for the 2020 Proposed Project with 
Optimized Flights scenario, the new on-site parking structure would be available; however, there 
would be a potential deficit in parking. With the Optimized Flights scenario there are projected to 
approximately 5.28 MAP. Using the same assumption of half of the MAP being enplanements, 
there would be a need for 7,260 parking spaces. This would result in a short fall of 
approximately 970 parking spaces. This would be considered a significant impact.  
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Impact 3.8-2 With the Optimized Flights scenario, there would be insufficient 
parking to accommodate the additional passenger levels. With the 
implementation of MM 3.8-2, this impact would be reduced to a level 
considered less than significant.  

Threshold 5: Impacts to transportation and circulation would be considered to be 
significant if the project would result in inconsistency with the General 
Plan. 

The evaluation of the applicable goals and policies of the General Plan Circulation Element and 
the Strategic Plan 2010 is presented in Table 3.8-8. 

Alternative A (2003 NOP) 

Construction-Related Impacts 

The construction related impacts associated with Alternative A would be comparable to those 
identified for the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, Alternative A would 
accommodate displaced parking through the temporary use of Parcel O for vehicular parking. 
Standard Condition SC 3.8-1 would address the construction related traffic concerns by 
identifying an approved access route that would avoid residential neighborhoods. 

Project Related Impacts 

Alternative A would not result in any transportation, circulation, or parking impacts. This 
alternative would function the same as the Proposed Project. The number of trips generated 
and the parking demand are all a function of the number of flights and passenger levels. This 
alternative would not alter the passenger and flight levels used in the analysis of the Proposed 
Project. Additionally, Alternative A would provide the same number of parking spaces as the 
Proposed Project; therefore, it would be able to accommodate the parking demand. There 
would be no impacts associated with Alternative A.  

Additional Effects  Related to  Optimized Flights  

As with the Proposed Project, the Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario would result in 
impacts on circulation and parking. Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 would apply to Alternative A. The 
additional trips associated with the Optimized Flights and insufficient parking to accommodate 
the passenger levels would result in significant impacts; however, the implementation of the 
Mitigation Program would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

Alternative B (Reduced Facilities) 

Construction-Related Impacts 

The construction related impacts associated with Alternative B would be comparable to those 
identified for the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, Alternative B would 
accommodate displaced parking through the temporary use of Parcel O for vehicular parking. 
Standard Condition SC 3.8-1 would address the construction related traffic concerns by 
identifying an approved access route that would avoid residential neighborhoods. 
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TABLE 3.8-8 
EVALUATION OF APPLICABLE PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

 
APPLICABLE PLANNING POLICY CONSISTENCY EVALUATION 

Long Beach General Plan Circulation Element 
Transportation Goals 
Goal: The City of Long Beach is to maintain or improve our 

current ability to move people and goods to and from 
activity centers while reinforcing the quality of life in 
our neighborhoods. 

Objectives:  
1. Maintain traffic and transportation service levels at 

Level of Service “D” or at the 1987 LOS where 
that LOS was worse than “D.”  

2. Accommodate reasonable, balanced growth.  
3. Maintain or enhance our quality of life.  

Recommendations from Transportation Element 
The following objectives and policies are taken from the 
“Recommendations” section of the Transportation Element, 
which address the future growth scenarios within the City and 
anticipated traffic problems associated with them. In order to 
manage the increase of traffic without jeopardizing the quality 
of life in the residential communities, a “policy plan” was 
created. The policy plan includes objectives and guidelines 
that provide guidance in decisions related to traffic operations 
and roadway improvements in determining the actions to 
implement in land use decisions.  
Roadway Improvements and Better Utilization of City Streets 
Objectives: 

• Maintain Level of Service D or better on all streets 
and at all intersections. 

• Increase efficiency of operations of regional 
corridors, and major and minor arterials.  

Policy 3: Apply system management techniques, such as 
traffic signal synchronization or computerization, 
reversible lanes, parking prohibitions, left hand turn 
pockets, and recessed bus bays where appropriate 
to optimize the existing capacity on Regional 
Corridors, Major Arterials, and Minor Arterials.  

Airport 
Objectives: 

• Support the Long Beach Airport as a viable 
commercial aviation facility to serve the community 
needs while maintaining the quality of life of the 
adjacent residential neighborhoods.  

• Provide convenient ground access to and from the 
Airport by using public and private transit services.  

Policy 1: Adopt a long-range development plan for Long 
Beach Airport when the court decision regarding the 
number of flights and noise regulations is rendered. 
When this master plan is adopted, the 
Transportation Element should be amended 
accordingly.  

Policy 5: Monitor future development projects based on the 
effectiveness of trip reduction program.  

The Proposed Project, as well as the other build 
alternatives, would be consistent with the goals and 
policies of the General Plan Circulation Element. As 
indicated in the analysis provided above, the Proposed 
Project would not result in a deterioration of the level of 
service standards. When the Optimized Flights scenario is 
overlaid on the existing conditions, there are two 
intersections that are found to be substandard and the 
trips associated with the Optimized Flights provide a 
greater than two percent contribution. However, in the 
2020 evaluation with the Optimized Flights, this impact is 
reduced to a level of less than significant because of future 
the planned transportation improvements. Additionally, the 
Proposed Project provides for mitigation that would reduce 
impacts to less than significant should the flight levels 
evaluated in the Optimized Flights scenario ever be 
realized and the approved transportation improvements 
have not been implemented. The mitigation measure 
proposes the use of systems management techniques, 
such as signal synchronization or other means to enhance 
the efficiency of the traffic movement within the existing 
right of way. These measures are consistent with the 
objectives and policies outlined in the Transportation 
Element. 
When the Transportation Element was adopted in 1991 
the Airport Settlement Agreement had not been reached 
and the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance had not 
been adopted. These programs are now in place. The 
Proposed Project does provide for development consistent 
with the long-range development plan provided for in the 
Airport Development Plan and is consistent with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. The Proposed 
Project would serve to enhance the Airport as a viable 
commercial facility and still maintain consistency with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, which was adopted 
as a means of balancing the aviation needs of the 
community with the quality of life for the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. By providing sufficient on-site 
parking, the Proposed Project would reduce airport related 
uses (i.e., parking) off airport. Additionally, it would reduce 
the overall number of trips associated with the Airport 
because there would be fewer drop off trips.  
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Project Related Impacts 

Alternative B would not result in any transportation, circulation, or parking impacts. This 
alternative would function the same as the Proposed Project. The number of trips generated 
and the parking demand are all a function of the number of flights and passenger levels. This 
alternative would not alter the passenger and flight levels used in the analysis of the Proposed 
Project. Additionally, Alternative B would provide the same number of parking spaces as the 
Proposed Project; therefore, it would be able to accommodate the parking demand. There 
would be no impacts associated with Alternative B.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

As with the Proposed Project, the Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario would result in 
impacts on circulation and parking. Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 would apply to Alternative B. The 
additional trips associated with the Optimized Flights and insufficient parking to accommodate 
the passenger levels would result in significant impacts; however, the implementation of the 
Mitigation Program would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

Alternative C (No Project) 

Construction-Related Impacts 

There would be no construction related impacts associated with Alternative C because no 
improvements are proposed.  

Project Related Impacts 

This alternative assumes the loss of the leased off-site parking (Lot D) because of the short-tem 
nature of these leases. As a result, Alternative C would only provide 2,831 parking spaces on 
site. This amount of parking would be insufficient to accommodate the parking demand 
associated with the minimum flight levels provided by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. 
Based on the passenger levels associated with the minimum flight levels, there would be a need 
for 5,850 parking spaces. Alternative C would fall approximately 3,000 parking spaces short of 
the demand. This would be a significant impact. Given that the premise of this alternative is that 
there would be no improvements, MM 3.8-2 would not be applicable. Therefore, this would be 
an unavoidable, significant impact. 

Tied to the shortage of parking, would be an increase in the number of trips compared to the 
Proposed Project and existing conditions.  

Additional Effects Related to Optimized Flights  

In the no-project scenario, the new on-site parking structure would not have been built, the 
existing off-site satellite parking facility is not available for use, and there is an increase in the 
number of drop off trips. As discussed above, a drop off trip increases the number of trips per 
passenger, since one trip to and from the airport is required to drop off a departing passenger, 
and another trip to and from the airport is required to pick up the same passenger once they 
arrive back at the airport.  

The 2020 no project analysis considers all Douglas Park traffic and mitigations to be in place, 
including physical roadway and intersection improvements, as well as the ATCS and ITS 
improvements proposed for mitigation.  
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The traffic volumes for the 2020 No Project with Optimized Flights was presented in 
Exhibit 3.8-5 and the peak hour levels of service were presented in Table 3.8-6. As shown in 
Table 3.8-6, the volume to capacity ratio is better at ever intersection, except one with the 
Proposed Project with Optimized Flights compared to the No Project with Optimized Flights.  

3.8.3 MITIGATION PROGRAM 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.8-1 A component of the Proposed Project is the provision of a new parking structure 
that would accommodate 4,000 vehicles.  

PDF 3.8-2 The project would also include the extension of the south side of the Donald 
Douglas Drive loop to exit onto Lakewood Boulevard, with eastbound right turn 
only to southbound access on to Lakewood Boulevard. 

PDF 3.8-3 With the construction of the parking structure existing surface parking would be 
displaced. To address potential parking demand during construction, Parcel O 
would be developed to serve parking demand not met by existing facilities.  

Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.8-1 As part of contract specification, the Airport shall require all construction trucks to 
access the Airport terminal area via the I-605 to I-405 and Lakewood Boulevard. 
Construction vehicles accessing Parcel O shall use this route and access the 
construction site off of Clark Avenue or Willow Street.  

Mitigation Measures 

The two impacted intersections along Lakewood Boulevard at Spring and Willow Streets are 
currently built out to the maximum feasible configuration. Additional improvements would require 
extensive right of way purchases that would impact several local businesses. Discussions with 
City staff indicate that no further lane additions are feasible at these two intersections. However, 
as discussed above, the impacts to these intersections under the Existing Plus Optimized 
Flights scenario are not expected until at a substantial number of the additional flights and 
associated passengers are added. For the Spring Street at Lakewood Boulevard intersection, 
the intersection would reach LOS E when approximately 375 additional AM peak hour trips or 
an increase of 3,500 ADPM passengers (45 percent of the total added) over 2005 conditions. At 
the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard intersection, the intersection currently operates at 
LOS E, and would exceed the 0.02 V/C impact threshold when approximately 675 additional AM 
peak hour trips or 6,340 additional ADPM passengers occur. Currently, the ADPM is 
9,246 passengers. Therefore, impacts would be expected if the ADPM level reached 
12,746 passengers. 

Though the Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard intersection would still operate at a deficient 
level of service in the 2020, this is not an impact of the Proposed Project or the Optimized 
Flights scenario.  Elsewhere the improvements associated with the Douglas Park would 
accommodate the additional demand associated with the Optimized Flights scenario. The 
improvements for Douglas Park include various Adaptive Traffic Control System measures, 
which are expected to increase the saturation flow rate by 10 percent to 1,760 vehicles per 
hour. While these improvements are expected, they are not currently programmed in any capital 
improvement program; therefore, their implementation cannot be relied upon to mitigate the 
impacts of the Existing with Optimized Flights scenario. Though the Optimized Flights are not a 
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component of the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the following mitigation measure be 
adopted should the air carriers make the necessary adjustments to qualify for additional flight.  

MM 3.8-1 In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Optimized Flights) the City shall develop a 
traffic monitoring program when the ADPM passenger levels reach 12,700. The 
traffic monitoring program shall evaluate the LOS at the Spring Street and 
Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
intersections. If deficient LOS is identified, the City of Long Beach shall develop 
and implement a mitigation program that includes transportation management 
control measures to enhance the efficiency of traffic movement. Post 
implementation monitoring shall be required to ensure that sufficient capacity 
enhancement have been provided to accommodate the traffic associated with the 
increased passenger levels. If no deficiency in LOS is identified, the traffic 
monitoring of the key intersections shall be conducted on an annual basis or until 
such time as the improvements provided for as part of the Douglas Park project 
are implemented.  

With the Optimized Flights scenario the parking structure for the Airport would be insufficient to 
accommodate the additional passenger levels. Though the Optimized Flights scenario is not a 
component of the Proposed Project, the following mitigation measure is proposed to address 
this potential impact.  

MM 3.8-2 In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Optimized Flights) when the annual 
passenger levels reach 4.2 MAP the Airport Manager shall identify and develop 
additional on-site parking opportunities. This may include development of an 
additional parking structure within the Airport Entrance area. Implementation of 
the identified improvements would require separate documentation pursuant to 
CEQA.  

3.8.4 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

For all the build alternatives, with implementation of the Mitigation Program all transportation 
and circulation impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant.  
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SECTION 4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on the scope of alternatives to a 
proposed project that must be evaluated. It states: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need 
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives, which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a 
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose it’s 
reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 

4.2 PROPOSED PROJECT SUMMARY  

4.2.1 PROPOSED PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The key objective of the Proposed Project is to provide Airport terminal facilities to adequately 
accommodate the minimum number of flights provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance, as well as the number of passengers served by those flights. To meet this objective, 
the project design must provide for the following:  

• Maximize safety and security of passengers, visitors, and tenants by adhering to 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA), FAA and all applicable State and local 
standards including the City’s fire, building, and safety codes.  

• Ensure the project sizing and design of the improvements is in keeping with the 
parameters of the adopted Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. 

• Maintain the current character of the Airport Terminal Building as a Long Beach Cultural 
Heritage Landmark by creating an environment in which the design of the new facilities 
respects the architectural/aesthetic character of the existing Airport Terminal Building.  

• Provide uncomplicated, operationally and energy-efficient, value-driven design within a 
plan that can be developed in incremental stages. 

4.2.2 PROJECT RELATED IMPACTS 

Since the purpose of an alternatives evaluation is to consider alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project an understanding of the 
significant impacts is necessary. The following is provides a summary of the significant impacts 
that have been identified with the Proposed Project. However, it should be noted that many of 
these impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant through the implementation of 
the mitigation program recommended as part of this EIR.  
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Aesthetics 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics provides a full discussion of each of the following construction related 
impacts: 

• The Proposed Project would alter views of the project site during construction activities, 
potentially resulting in short-term aesthetic impacts in the vicinity of the terminal. This impact 
would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the recommended 
mitigation program presented in Section 3.1.3. 

• The Proposed Project would result in construction activities and expansion of the terminal 
facilities. This could result in light and glare impacts associated with security lighting and 
light emanating from the proposed improvements. This impact would be reduced to less 
than significant with the implementation of the recommended mitigation program presented 
in Section 3.1.3. 

Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment 

Section 3.2, Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment provides a full discussion of the following 
construction impact and additional effects related to the Optimized Flights scenario:  

• Project-related construction activities would result in a significant short-term construction-
related air quality impact for NOX and VOC. Implementation of mitigation program presented 
in Section 3.2.3 would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than 
significant. 

• Incremental air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed SCAQMD’s PM10 
concentration threshold due to associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, contribute 
substantially to an existing air quality violation, and expose sensitive receptors to significant 
PM10 concentrations. Implementation of the mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 
would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than significant. 

• Air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of 
significance for CO and NOX. The mitigation program presented in Section 3.2.3 would 
reduce the CO impacts to a level considered less than significant. NOX emissions would 
remain significant even after implementation of the mitigation program. 

Cultural Resources 

Section 3.3, Cultural Resources, provides a full discussion of each of the following project 
related impacts: 

• The Proposed Project would result in alterations to a designated historical landmark. This 
impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation program presented in Section 3.3.3. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Section 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides a full discussion of each of the 
following construction related impacts: 
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• During construction, asbestos containing materials could be disturbed and introduced into 
the environment. This impact would be reduced to a level of less than significant with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation program presented in Section 3.4.3. 

• During construction, lead-based paint could be introduced into the environment. This impact 
would be reduced to a level of less than significant with implementation of the recommended 
mitigation program presented in Section 3.4.3. 

• During grading activities at Parcel O, aerially-deposited lead could be introduced into the 
environment. This impact would be reduced to a level of less than significant with the 
implementation of the recommended mitigation program presented in Section 3.4.3.  

• During grading activities at Parcel O, DDT could be introduced into the environment. This 
impact would be reduced to a level of less than significant with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation program presented in Section 3.4.3.  

• During construction, hazardous materials could be transported onto the Airport along 
established haul routes, including Willow Street. Potential impacts to schools would be 
mitigated to a level considered less than significant through the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation program presented in Section 3.4.3. 

Land Use and Planning 

Section 3.5, Land Use and Planning, provides a full discussion of each of the following 
Optimized Flights effect:   

• The Optimized Flights scenario has the potential to induce Airport land uses beyond the 
Airport boundary. Specifically, the increased flight levels would require additional vehicular 
parking beyond the levels provided by the Proposed Project. This impact is associated only 
with the Optimized Flights scenario and not the Proposed Project. Implementation of the 
mitigation measure in Section 3.8.3 (Transportation and Circulation) would reduce this 
impact to a level of less than significant. 

Noise  

Section 3.6, Noise, provides a full discussion of the following construction related impact: 

• Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in noise levels in excess of the noise 
levels specified in the Long Beach Noise Ordinance if heavy construction equipment 
associated with grading and paving are used.  

Public Services 

No significant public service impacts were identified for the Proposed Project.  

Transportation and Circulation 

Section 3.8, Transportation and Circulation, provides a full discussion of each of the following 
effects that would occur with the Optimized Flights scenarios: 

• The Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario would result in significant impacts at the Spring 
Street/Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow Street/Lakewood Boulevard intersections during 
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the weekday AM peak hour. With implementation of MM 3.8-1, this impact would be reduced 
to less than significant. 

• With the Optimized Flights scenario, there would be insufficient parking with the Proposed 
Project. With the implementation of the MM 3.8-2, this impact would be reduced to a level of 
less than significant.  

4.3 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD 

As previously described in Section 2.0, Project Description, to facilitate the understanding of the 
reader, the alternatives analysis was presented in the body of the report. The Proposed Project 
and three alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) addressed in Section 3 provide the 
decisionmakers and public a range in the project intensity. As required by the CEQA Guidelines, 
one of the three alternatives is a No Project Alternative (Alternative C). This section of the EIR 
restates the descriptions of the three alternatives addressed in Section 3, documents an 
alternative that was considered but not carried forward (Alternative D), as well as identifies the 
environmentally superior alternative. A summary table of the alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and 
C), including Alternative D (Alternative not carried forward) is provided below in Table 4.3-1. 

TABLE 4.3-1 
LONG BEACH AIRPORT PASSENGER TERMINAL IMPROVEMENTS 

EIR ALTERNATIVES 
 

Description 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative A 
(9/22/03 NOP)

Alternative B 
(Reduced 
Facilities) 

Alternative C 
(No Project) Alternative D9

Holdrooms 
Permanent Space1 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 6,500 sf 
Temporary Space2 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 13,150 sf 0 sf 
Proposed Additional Space3 21,171 sf 20,000 sf 17,580 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 27,671 sf 26,500 sf 24,080 sf 19,650 sf 6,500 sf 
Passenger Security Screening 

Existing 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 
Proposed Additional Space 7,000 sf 6,000 sf 5,600 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 10,900 sf 9,900 sf 9,500 sf 3,900 sf 3,900 sf 
Concession Area 

Permanent Space1 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 
Proposed Additional Space3 9,541 sf 8,000 sf 6,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 15,001 sf 13,460 sf 11,860 sf 5,460 sf 5,460 sf 
Baggage Security Screening 

Baggage Security Screening 7,000 sf4 7,000 sf4 7,000 sf4 5,000 sf 0 sf 
Baggage Claim Devices 

Passenger Side 510 lf 380 lf 380 lf 226 lf 130 lf 
Airline Loading Side 310 lf 250 lf 250 lf 180 lf 90 lf 

Subtotal 820 lf 630 lf 630 lf 406 lf 220 lf 
Baggage Service Office 900 sf  825 sf 825 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Multi-Purpose Rooms 300 sf 300 sf 300 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Subtotal 1,200 sf 1,125 sf 1,125 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Restrooms (non-secure) 
Permanent Space1 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 
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Description 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative A 
(9/22/03 NOP)

Alternative B 
(Reduced 
Facilities) 

Alternative C 
(No Project) Alternative D9

Temporary Space2 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Proposed Additional Space3 2,000 sf 850 sf 850 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 3,330 sf 2,180 sf 2,180 sf 1,330 sf 1,330 sf 
Office Space 

TSA 
Temporary Space 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 0 sf 
Proposed Additional Space 1,591 sf 1,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 5,191 sf 5,000 sf 3,600 sf 3,600 sf 0 sf 
Airlines (Operations Offices) 

Permanent Space 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Proposed Additional Space 3,754 sf 5,000 sf 3,000 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 5,754 sf 7,000 sf 5,000 sf 2,000 sf 2,000 sf 
Airport (Office & Conference) 

Permanent Space 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 
Temporary Space 0 sf 0 sf 06 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Proposed Additional Space 5,000 sf 10,000 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 11,970 sf 16,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 6,970 sf 
Subtotal for Office Space 22,915 sf 28,970 sf 15,570 sf 12,570 sf 8,970 sf 

Ticketing Facilities 
Ticket Counter Area (Existing) 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 

Proposed Additional Space 680 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Subtotal 1,930 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 1,250 sf 

Ticket Counter Queuing 
(Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 

Proposed Additional Space 1,400 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Subtotal 2,800 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 

Airline Ticket Office (Existing) 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 
Proposed Additional Space 243 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Subtotal 4,603 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 4,360 sf 
Circulation - Ticketing (Existing) 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 

Proposed Additional Space 4,100 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 
Subtotal 5,500 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 1,400 sf 

Subtotal for Ticketing Facilities 14,833 sf 8,410 sf 8,410 sf 8,410 sf 8,410 sf 
Total 102,850 sf  97,545 sf 79,725 sf 56,320 sf 34,570 sf 

Airline Gates and Parking Positions 
Airline Gates 11 11 11 8 8 
Aircraft Parking Positions 12 to 14 12 to 145 12 to 14 10 10 

Vehicular Parking 
Permanent Non-Leased Spaces 2,835 2,835 2,835 2,835 2,835 
Leased Spaces 0 0 0 08 0 
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Description 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative A 
(9/22/03 NOP)

Alternative B 
(Reduced 
Facilities) 

Alternative C 
(No Project) Alternative D9

Proposed Additional Spaces 3,4517 3,4517 3,4517 0 0 
Total 6,286 6,286 6,286 2,835 2,835 

sf square feet 
lf linear feet 
1 Permanent floor space in Airport Terminal Building and permanent 1984 holdroom building 
2 Temporary floor space in modulars 
3 Temporary (modular) space would be replaced with permanent facilities 
4 The February 8, 2005 City Council action reflected a range of square footage for these areas. The lower end is presented here. 

Up to 3,000 square feet may be added for a total of 10,000 square feet of new space. 
5 The September 22, 2003 NOP identified 16 aircraft parking positions. This number was reduced to 12 to 14 by City Council 

action on February 8, 2005.  
6  Subsequent to the approval of the alternatives definition by the City Council in February 2005, the Airport has leased office 

space from Million Air and there are plans to add an additional temporary trailer for security staff. 
7 The existing leased spaces would be replaced with new parking structure. 
8  The leases for the parking spaces are short-term leases. Current discussions with Boeing indicate that these spaces would not 

be available on a long-term basis.  
9 Represents terminal area as it existed before modulars and parking capacity without leased spaces.  

 
4.3.1 ALTERNATIVE A 

Facility Improvements 

This alternative was based on the improvements proposed in the 2003 NOP, with minor 
modifications. Alternative A assumes the Airport terminal area would be a maximum of 97,545 
square feet. The nature of the improvements would generally be the same as the Proposed 
Project. The distribution of the square footage by use is shown in Table 4.3-1. Compared to the 
Proposed Project, there are minor reductions in square footage in all except the following 
categories: 

• Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
• No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
• The amount of Airport office space is increased compared to the Proposed Project.  

The 2003 NOP assumed 16 aircraft parking spaces. However, the City Council determined in 
February 2005 that no more than 14 aircraft parking spaces would be evaluated in the EIR; 
therefore, the 16 aircraft parking spaces presented in the 2003 NOP have been reduced 
14 spaces for evaluation in this EIR. Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, 
aircraft parking and vehicular parking would be the same for Alternative A as for the Proposed 
Project.  

The features described for the Proposed Project, such as modification to the interior of the 
existing Airport Terminal Building, the relocation of general aviation aircraft to Parcel O, the 
LEED standards, and application of the Guiding Principles during project design would all apply 
to Alternative A. 

Refer to Table 4.5-1 for a comparison of Alternative A impacts to the Proposed Project. 
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4.3.2 ALTERNATIVE B 

Facility Improvements 

This alternative further reduces the size of the Airport terminal area improvements compared to 
the Proposed Project. This alternative assumes the Airport terminal area would be a maximum 
of 79,725 square feet. The distribution of the square footage by use is shown in Table 4.3-1. 
Similar to Alternative A, the nature of the improvements would generally be the same, though 
reduced in size compared to the Proposed Project, with the following exceptions:  

• Baggage security screening would be the same as the Proposed Project. 
• No additional space is assumed for ticketing facilities. 
• No additional Airport office space is assumed as part of this alternative. 

Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, aircraft parking and vehicular parking 
would be the same for Alternative B as for the Proposed Project. The features described for the 
Proposed Project, such as modification to the interior of the existing Airport Terminal Building, 
the relocation of general aviation aircraft to Parcel O, the LEED standards, and application of 
the Guiding Principles during project design would all apply to Alternative B.  

Refer to Table 4.5-1 for a comparison of Alternative B impacts to the Proposed Project. 

4.3.3 ALTERNATIVE C 

Facility Improvements 

Alternative C represents the No Project Alternative, which assumes that no new facilities would 
be provided at the Airport. The temporary holdrooms provided at the Airport would remain in 
place. The terminal, including holdrooms, would be a total of 56,320 square feet. The airline 
gates would be limited to the eight that currently exists. A total of 10 aircraft parking spaces 
would be provided at the Airport. The parking would be limited to the parking available onsite. 
This would include the existing parking structure and surface parking. The spaces that are 
currently leased off site would not be available because of the short-term nature of the leases. 
Based on recent discussions Boeing has indicated the leases would not be available on a long-
term basis. Since no new vehicular parking spaces would be provided, this alternative would 
have a net loss of approximately 2,100 parking spaces compared to current conditions.  

4.4 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD 

CEQA Guidelines Section §15126.6(c) specifies that an EIR should identify any alternatives that 
were considered by the lead agency but were eliminated from detailed consideration because 
they were determined to be infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the 
reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (1) failure to meet most of the 
basic project objectives; (2) infeasibility; or (3) inability to avoid significant environmental 
impacts. These factors are discussed below.  

4.4.1 ALTERNATIVE D 

As part of the 2003 NOP an alternative was presented that would reduce the terminal square 
footage from its current square footage (i.e., a roll-back alternative). This alternative assumed 
that no new facilities would be provided and that the temporary facilities currently in use would 
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be removed. The terminal would be limited to the 34,570 square feet comprised of the original 
terminal building and the 1984 improvements (permanent holdroom). There would only be eight 
airline gates and 10 aircraft parking positions. No new vehicular parking is assumed and the 
leased parking spaces are assumed not to be available because of the nature (month-to-month) 
of the lease. The significant impacts associated with the Optimized Flights scenario would still 
be applicable to this alternative since it is provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance and would apply to all alternatives. 

The statistical summary of this alternative is shown in Table 4.3-1. For ease in comparison, the 
table also provides the square footage assumptions for both the Proposed Project and the No 
Project Alternative. Like the other alternatives, the Optimized Flights scenario would also apply 
to Alternative D.  

A preliminary review of this alternative indicates that it would reduce short-term construction 
related impacts compared to the Proposed Project because no new facilities would be 
constructed. Existing temporary facilities would be removed and the area beneath the temporary 
facilities would remain undeveloped. However, this alternative was not carried forward for full 
evaluation because it would not meet the project objectives. As presented in Section 2.3, 
Project Objectives, and restated in Section 4.2.1, the key objective of the Proposed Project is to 
provide Airport terminal facilities to adequately accommodate the minimum number of flights 
provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, as well as the number of passengers 
served by those flights. This Alternative can meet two of the Project Objectives. It would not 
affect the historic integrity of the terminal building (criteria 3) and criteria 4 would not apply 
because there is no construction proposed. However, it would not meet the first two criteria. 
This alternative would not be able to meet TSA requirements and City building codes. When the 
Terminal Building was designed in 1941 it accommodated approximately 25,000 average 
annual passengers. The 1984 permanent improvements were constructed to provide capacity 
for 15 daily flights. At the time, the Airport was serving approximately 1.1 million annual 
passengers (MAP). The Airport currently serves approximately 3.0 MAP. If all passengers 
needed to use the existing terminal, it is unlikely that City fire and safety codes could be met 
during peak hours. Additionally, the existing terminal does not have sufficient space to meet the 
current TSA screening requirements. Even with the temporary facilities, TSA has indicated the 
need for additional space to provide adequate passenger and baggage screening. The terminal 
would not meet the parameters of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (criteria 2) since it 
would not provide sufficient capacity to meet basic building and screening safety requirements.  

Additionally, Alternative D would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the Proposed Project. This alternative would not reduce impacts on the community. Impacts 
associated with the flight operations (i.e., noise, air quality, and traffic) would not be alleviated. 
The flight activity is consistent with the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. In fact, because 
no new vehicular parking would be constructed with this alternative, there would be an increase 
in the number of “meeters and greeters” compared to the Proposed Project because no 
additional parking would be provided.  

Alternative D was found not to be a viable alternative because it does not effectively meet the 
project objectives. Additionally, it does not avoid or reduce the impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project. Therefore, this project was not carried forward for further evaluation. 

4.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that the EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative. Table 4.5-1 
provides, in summary format, a comparison of the level of impacts for each alternative to the 
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Proposed Project. It should be noted that the impact evaluation for Alternatives A, B, and C was 
provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, sections of 
the Draft EIR and are not restated here. The No Project Alternative would avoid construction 
related impacts (i.e., short-term air quality, noise and traffic impacts); however, it would have 
more substantial long-term traffic impacts, and associated air quality impacts because there 
would be insufficient parking resulting in extra trips associated with “meeters and greeters,” 
which would result in significant traffic impacts. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not 
include the mitigation measures associated with the human health risk assessment. Therefore, 
the reduction in emissions provided for through the mitigation measures would not apply to the 
No Project Alternative. 

Even if the No Project Alternative were to be considered environmentally superior, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states, “if the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no 
project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives.” When comparing the three build alternatives, the impacts would be very 
similar because the same types of improvements are proposed with each alternative. 
Table 4.5-1, Comparison of Impacts by Alternative, provides a qualitative comparison of the 
alternatives that were carried forward for evaluation.  

Given no substantial difference in the impacts, the evaluation considers the ability of each 
alternative to meet the project objectives. Each of the alternatives (including the Proposed 
Project) would provide additional capacity that would help serve the number of passengers 
served by the minimum number of flights provided for in the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance. However, based on the HNTB study (2004) conducted during the scoping process, 
the recommended sizes of the facilities to best meet the needs for the passengers, visitors, and 
tenants actually exceeded the square footage allocation of even the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project is able to meet all the project objectives, including complying with the 
parameters of the adopted Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance; maintaining the current 
character of the Airport Terminal Building as a Long Beach Cultural Heritage Landmark; and 
constructing an operationally and energy-efficient and value-driven design. The Proposed 
Project does not result in substantially greater impacts than the other build alternatives. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project is the environmentally superior alternative.  

Another consideration when selecting the environmentally superior alternative is the 
consideration on the number of aircraft parking positions. The Proposed Project was evaluated 
with 14 parking positions. The project description identifies between 12 and 14 parking 
positions. However, the reduction to 12 parking positions would potentially result in an increase 
in air quality emissions. Based on Department of Transportation data, approximately 15 percent 
of the arrivals at the Airport are late. When aircraft arrive late during peak hours there would not 
be an available parking position at the terminal. As a result, the aircraft would need to wait until 
a position becomes available. In those cases the overall air emissions would increase from 
aircraft idling. The Proposed Project does not result in substantially greater impacts than the 
other build alternatives. Therefore, the Proposed Project is the environmentally superior 
alternative.  
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TABLE 4.5-1 
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 

 

Impacts Proposed Project Alternative A Alternative B 
Alternative C 
(No Project) 

Aesthetics 
The Proposed Project would alter views of the project site 
during construction activities, potentially resulting in short-
term aesthetic impacts in the vicinity of the terminal.  

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No Impact 

The Proposed Project would result in construction activities 
and expansion of the terminal facilities. This could result in 
light and glare impacts associated with security lighting and 
light emanating from the proposed improvements. 

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No Impact 

Air Quality and Human Health Risk Assessment 
Project-related construction activities would result in a 
significant short-term construction-related air quality impact 
for NOX and VOC.  

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the type of 
construction activities would 
be the same. Also, 
significant and unavoidable.  

Impacts similar in nature 
because the type of 
construction activities 
would be the same. Also, 
significant and 
unavoidable. 

No Impact 

Though not related to the proposed improvements, the air 
quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed 
established thresholds for PM10 and result in a significant 
regional air quality impact.  

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the same. 
Also, significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the same. 
Also, significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the 
same. Also, significant 
and unavoidable. 

Though not related to the proposed improvements, the air 
quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed 
SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for CO and NOX.  

CO impacts mitigated to 
less than significant. NOx 
emissions would remain 
significant and 
unavoidable.  

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the same. 
CO impacts would be 
mitigated to less than 
significant. NOx emissions 
would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the same. 
CO impacts would be 
mitigated to less than 
significant. NOx emissions 
would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

Impacts similar in nature 
because the number of 
flights and passengers 
served would be the 
same. CO impacts would 
be mitigated to less than 
significant. NOx 
emissions would remain 
significant and 
unavoidable. 

Cultural Resources 
The Proposed Project would result in alterations to a 
designated historical landmark. 

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No Impact 
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TABLE 4.5-1 (Continued) 

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
 

Impacts Proposed Project Alternative A Alternative B 
Alternative C 
(No Project) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
During construction, asbestos-containing materials could be 
disturbed and introduced into the environment. 

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 

During construction, lead-based paint could be introduced 
into the environment. 

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 

During grading activities at Parcel O, aerially-deposited lead 
could be introduced into the environment.  

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 

During grading activities at Parcel O, DDT could be 
introduced into the environment.  

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 

During construction, hazardous materials could be 
transported onto the Airport along established haul routes, 
including Willow Street. 

Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 

Land Use and Planning 
The potential to induce Airport land uses beyond the Airport 
boundary. Specifically, the increased flight levels would 
require additional vehicular parking beyond the levels 
provided by the Proposed Project. 

This would not apply to the 
Proposed Project, but 
would be applicable to the 
Optimized Flights scenario. 
Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
This impact would only 
apply to the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Mitigated to 
less than significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
This impact would only 
apply to the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Mitigated 
to less than significant.  

Impacts would be 
substantially greater and 
would apply to Alternative 
C both with and without 
Optimized Flights. This 
would be a significant 
unavoidable impact. 

Noise  
No significant impacts were identified. All the alternatives 
would comply with the Airport Noise Compatibility 
Ordinance.  

No impact; however, a land 
use compatibility program 
is proposed to address 
those sensitive uses
currently within the 65 
CNEL contour. 

 

No impact; however, a land 
use compatibility program is 
proposed to address those 
sensitive uses currently 
within the 65 CNEL contour. 

No impact; however, a land 
use compatibility program 
is proposed to address 
those sensitive uses
currently within the 65 
CNEL contour. 

 

No impact; however, no 
mitigation is proposed 
with the No Project 
Alternative. 

Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in noise 
levels in excess of the noise levels specified in the Long 
Beach Noise Ordinance if heavy construction equipment 
associated with grading and paving are used.  

Mitigated to less than 
significant. 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

No impact. 
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TABLE 4.5-1 (Continued) 

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
 

Impacts Proposed Project Alternative A Alternative B 
Alternative C 
(No Project) 

Public Services 
Though not related to the proposed improvements, with the 
Optimized Flights scenario the capacity of the holdrooms 
may not be sufficient to accommodate the increased 
passenger levels and comply with applicable federal, State 
and local security and safety codes without modification of 
Airport operating procedures. 

No impact. No impact. No impact. Significant, unavoidable 
impact. 

Transportation and Circulation 
Though not related to the proposed improvements, under 
the Existing Plus Optimized Flights scenario the Spring 
Street/Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow
Street/Lakewood Boulevard intersections would operate at 
deficient levels of service during the weekday AM peak 
hour.  

 

Mitigated to less than 
significant. 

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
Also, mitigated to less than 
significant.  

Significant, unavoidable 
impact. 

There would be insufficient parking at the Airport to service 
the projected number of passengers.  

This would not apply to the 
Proposed Project, but 
would be applicable to the 
Optimized Flights scenario. 
Mitigated to less than 
significant 

Impacts similar in nature. 
This impact would only 
apply to the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Mitigated to 
less than significant.  

Impacts similar in nature. 
This impact would only 
apply to the Optimized 
Flights scenario. Mitigated 
to less than significant.  

Impacts would be 
substantially greater 
because no additional 
parking is proposed and 
the current leased 
parking would not be 
available in the 2020 
timeframe. This would 
apply to with and without 
Optimized Flights. This 
would be a significant 
unavoidable impact. 
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SECTION 5.0 LONG TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

5.1 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE 
CAUSED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

An evaluation of significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by 
implementation of the Proposed Project is required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c). 
As indicated in Section 15126.2(c):  

“Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 
project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. 
Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated 
with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to 
assure that such current consumption is justified.”  

The environmental effects related to the implementation of the Proposed Project are discussed 
in Section 3.1 through Section 3.8 of this EIR. Construction of the Proposed Project would 
require the long-term commitment of nonrenewable and renewable natural resources and land. 
These resources include, but are not limited to, petrochemical construction material; lumber; 
sand and gravel; asphalt; steel; copper; lead; and other metals, etc. In addition, fossil fuels used 
for construction vehicles would also be consumed.  

 Approval and implementation of the Proposed Project would also result in the loss of other 
resources. Because the Proposed Project would increase the size of the terminal from 
approximately 56,320 square feet to 102,850 square feet, it is anticipated that there would be an 
increase in the need for resources that are used for construction, heating, and cooling of 
proposed uses; potable and non-potable water for food preparation, drinking, irrigation, etc; 
transportation of people and goods to and from the site; as well as lighting and other associated 
energy needs. However, as previously indicated in Section 2.5.1, there is a commitment to 
construct the Proposed Project to meet high standards for efficiency and environmental design, 
consistent with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards which 
emphasize state of the art strategies for sustainable site development, water savings, energy 
efficiency, materials selection and indoor environmental quality. Implementation of LEED 
standards with the Proposed Project would result in a more energy efficient facility, ultimately 
reducing the amount of resources that would be required if LEED standards were not 
implemented. Nevertheless, the Proposed Project would still result in the use of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources that would continue to represent a long-term commitment to the use of 
these resources. However, the incremental increase in the demand for these resources is not 
expected to be significant. As discussed in the NOP, there is sufficient capacity to serve the 
Proposed Project. 

While the implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the commitment of land 
resources for Airport terminal and support functions, the area proposed for development is 
already committed to these types of uses. This use is also consistent with the long range 
planning for the City of Long Beach, including the City General Plan. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not result in a new commitment of land and resources for this use. 

With the Proposed Project, the commitment to the use of nonrenewable and slowly renewable 
resources is required for the construction and operation of the project. However, the Proposed 
Project and, therefore, continued use of these resources, is consistent with regional and local 
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growth anticipated in the area. In addition, because the terminal area site has already been 
disturbed with construction of the existing temporary facilities and/or pavement, limited changes 
to the natural environmental would be associated with the Proposed Project. Parcel O has been 
previously disturbed but is currently vacant. No other significant irreversible changes would 
occur with implementation of the Proposed Project.  

5.2 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

A project is considered growth-inducing if it can foster economic or population growth, or 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment 
(as defined in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126[d]). Included in this definition are projects 
that would remove obstacles to population growth. Examples of growth-inducing actions include 
extension of urban services into a previously unserved area, extending a major roadway into a 
previously unserved area, and establishing major new employment opportunities. The 
characteristic of some projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively, would be considered 
growth-inducing. 

When considering growth-inducing impacts, it is also important to consider the context and 
historical growth trends of the area. There are many factors that can affect the amount, location, 
and rate of growth in Long Beach and the region in general. These factors include: market 
demand for housing, employment, commercial services; the acknowledged desirability of 
climate and living/working environment and commercial economy; availability of other services/ 
infrastructure; and land use and growth management policies of the local jurisdictions. 

Long Beach has experienced significant population growth over the past 50 years. Population in 
the City has increased from approximately 251,000 persons in 19501 to approximately 
475,000 persons in 2005.2 During the past two decades, the economic character of Long Beach 
has also changed. While employment opportunities in the City have remained fairly constant⎯at 
around 164,000 jobs, Long Beach’s economy has shifted from a manufacturing and trade-based 
economy to one focused on health services, education, tourism, and professional and business 
services. During the late 1990s, the City lost more than 10,000 high-paying manufacturing jobs; 
the new jobs that have replaced them pay less on average than the lost jobs.3 Another 
interesting fact about employment characteristics in Long Beach is that 66 percent of employed 
residents within the City work outside the City while 63 percent of the jobs within the City are 
held by non-residents. The City, therefore, functions as both a bedroom community to the 
regional economy and an employment center.4

The potential growth-inducing effects of a Proposed Project are evaluated in four ways:  

1) Would the project have an effect on undeveloped land that may not be designated on 
any general plan for urban development, but would nonetheless experience 
increased growth pressure due to the presence of the project? 

2) Would the project have an effect by removing constraints, thereby facilitating the 
construction of previously approved projects? 

                                                 
1  Long Beach General Plan Housing Element, 2001. 
2  Long Beach Economic and Market Analysis, Volume 2, Marie Jones Consulting, 2005. 
3  Ibid. 
4  Ibid. 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\5.0 Long Term-110305.doc 5-3 Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project 

3) Would the project influence redevelopment of areas at a higher intensity than 
currently exists? 

4) Would the project foster growth at the Airport? 

Growth-Inducing Analysis 

Effect on Undeveloped Land Not Designated on the General Plan for Urban Development 

The land on the Airport property itself is designated for Airport use and includes landing fields 
and facilities, manufacturing, repair, offices, hotels, and airport-related support activities. There 
is very little undeveloped area on the Airport property. The Long Beach Airport Development 
Areas map identifies proposed uses for all the land on the Airport. The Proposed Project, 
including the development of Parcel O, is consistent with the Long Beach Airport Development 
Areas map. The Proposed Project would not have a growth inducing effect on undeveloped land 
at the Airport. 

The area surrounding the Airport is designated on the General Plan for a mix of commercial, 
industrial, institutions/schools, open space/parks, mixed use, and residential land uses. Even 
the area designated for open space/parks is developed as the Skylinks Golf Course and is a 
committed land use. As depicted in Exhibit 2-2, Local Vicinity, the area is built out and there is 
very limited undeveloped land. The Proposed Project would not have a growth inducing effect 
on undeveloped land not designated for urban development. 

Effect by Removing Constraints Facilitating Previously Approved Projects 

The improvements proposed by the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would not 
eliminate a constraint for development of an approved project. There are no projects in Long 
Beach or the surrounding cities that have been approved but are conditioned or dependent on 
additional airport capacity. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not add capacity to any 
services or infrastructure that would be utilized by other projects in the surrounding area.  

Influence Redevelopment at a Higher Intensity than Currently Exists 

None of the project scenarios would result in any significant pressure to redevelop the area 
around the Airport at a higher intensity. In the past, the area was a major employment area for 
the City. Due to the loss of over 10,000 jobs at the Boeing facility that was located immediately 
north of the Airport, current employment numbers in the area are substantially lower than they 
were in the past. The City recently approved the Douglas Park project as a means to revitalize 
and draw jobs back into the area. These changes will occur independent of the Proposed 
Project and project alternatives. 

Neither the Proposed Project nor the Optimized Flights scenario would stimulate significant 
redevelopment. There are height restrictions in the take-off and landing corridors due to FAA 
regulations for areas in immediate vicinity of the Airport that limit vertical development in the 
immediate vicinity. Intensification of the area around the Airport would not be expected due to 
small incremental increase in the number of flights and MAP served by the Optimized Flights 
scenario. 

Effect on Fostering Growth at the Airport 

Neither the Proposed Project nor any of the project alternatives would add passengers or flights 
at the Airport. However, as addressed in this EIR, the existing Airport Noise Compatibility 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\5.0 Long Term-110305.doc 5-4 Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project 

Ordinance does provide an opportunity for the airlines to add additional flights operations 
provided the noise budget is not exceeded. This would be accomplished through methods such 
as using quieter aircraft and reducing the number of late night operations. These flights are 
allowed regardless of whether the Proposed Project is approved or built. The additional 
commercial flights would result from carrier decisions to optimize flight operations under the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, rather than the availability of specific terminal area 
facilities. Under the Optimized Flights scenario, an increase in flights would be experienced as a 
result of market forces and in response to unmet demand for air travel in the southern California 
region. 

The potential for additional flights to induce growth can exist only when that capacity exceeds 
existing or future demand for air transportation. According to the aviation demand models 
developed by SCAG, the region’s current demand for air transportation exceeds 79 MAP and 
demand is expected to increase to 170 MAP by the year 2030.5 Long Beach Airport has 
historically provided for only a very small portion of the air travel demand generated in Long 
Beach and the region. Other regional airports, such as Los Angeles International Airport or 
Ontario International Airport, handle all international as well as a substantial amount of long-haul 
demand. While the Optimized Flights scenario would provide additional capacity by increasing 
the number of flights and MAP served at Long Beach Airport, the area and the region would 
continue to have a significant unmet demand for air transportation. This remains true even with 
the capacity improvements currently underway at Los Angeles International Airport and John 
Wayne Airport in Orange County. 

Based on this evaluation, the improvements proposed by the Proposed Project and project 
alternatives have been determined not to be growth-inducing, even under the Optimized Flights 
scenario. 

5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require that a project’s cumulative impacts be discussed 
when “…the incremental effect is cumulatively considerable…” According to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(l), the term cumulatively considerable means “…that the incremental effects of 
an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects…” 
Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section15355 defines cumulative impacts as: 

“…two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a 
number of separate projects. 

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when 
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable 
probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” 

                                                 
5  Regional Aviation Plan for the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan, SCAG, 2004. 
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When addressing cumulative impacts, Section 15130(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines notes that 
the elements necessary to provide an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts 
encompass either: 

“(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the 
control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been 
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide 
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such planning 
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location 
specified by the lead agency.” 

To provide a comprehensive evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts for the Long Beach 
Airport Terminal Improvements project, the cumulative impacts analyses contained in this Draft 
EIR uses a combination of the two methods. The primary focus of the analysis considers the 
General Plan and regional growth assumptions for the project study area. The planning horizon 
year used for the cumulative analysis is year 2020. Use of this planning year horizon, allows 
consideration of regional growth. Given the Proposed Project’s location in the heart of an urban 
area and ringed by major transportation corridors, the study area would have the potential to be 
affected beyond the immediate vicinity. Consideration of a list of other known projects was 
determined to be inappropriate and infeasible, as most of the projects on cumulative list of 
projects would occur within the next five years. Therefore, it was determined that the 
socioeconomic projections adopted by SCAG and used as part of the regional planning efforts, 
such as Regional Transportation Plan and the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan, would 
more fully address the potential for cumulative impacts. However, recognizing the significance 
of the Douglas Park project immediately north of the Proposed Project site, the cumulative 
impacts analysis also considers potential impacts associated with implementation of this major 
reuse project.  

As discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation and Circulation, the traffic analysis used the 
Douglas Park traffic analysis to ensure consistency with that recently approved project. In 
developing the database for the Douglas Park project, not only were the regional growth 
projections used, an extensive list of projects was compiled based on input from the cities of 
Long Beach, Signal Hill, and Lakewood. This approach ensured the traffic model considers how 
the development is loading onto the circulation network. As part of the Proposed Project these 
jurisdictions were contacted to determine if there were any new projects being considered that 
would influence the study area and should be considered as part of the cumulative analysis. 
The cities of Lakewood and Signal Hill each provided a list; however, indicated that the current 
projects being considered would be within regional growth assumptions. Appendix H includes 
the list of projects incorporated into the Douglas Park traffic analysis, as well as the project lists 
from the cities of Lakewood and Signal Hill.  

Cumulative study areas are defined based on an analysis of the geographical scope relevant to 
each particular environmental issue. Therefore, the cumulative study area for each individual 
environmental impact issue may vary. The specific boundaries and the projected growth within 
those boundaries, for the cumulative study area of each environmental issue, are identified 
within each applicable environmental issue discussion below.  
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5.3.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The thresholds of significance used when evaluating cumulative impacts are the same as the 
thresholds set forth in each topical area in Section 3.  

Aesthetics 

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, the Proposed Project would result in the following 
potential project-specific impacts associated with aesthetics:  

• The Proposed Project would alter views of the project site during construction activities, 
potentially resulting in short-term aesthetic impacts in the vicinity of the terminal. 

• The Proposed Project would result in construction activities and expansion of the 
terminal facilities. This could result in light and glare impacts associated with security 
lighting and light emanating from the proposed improvements.  

All potentially significant aesthetic and visual resource impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project would be reduced to a level considered less than significant with implementation of the 
mitigation program identified in Section 3.1.3.  

When evaluating cumulative aesthetic impacts a number of factors must be considered. For a 
cumulative aesthetic impact to occur, the proposed elements of the cumulative projects would 
need to be seen together or in proximity to each other. If the projects were not in proximity to 
each other, the viewer would not perceive them in the same viewshed. Therefore, even though 
the related projects may be identified as changing the visual character of their project areas, 
since they are not in close proximity to the Airport, they would not contribute to a cumulative 
aesthetic impact.  

The context in which a project is being viewed would also influence the significance of the 
aesthetic impact. The contrast a project has with its surrounding environment may actually be 
reduced by the presence of other cumulative projects. However, consideration of changes to the 
community character must be considered if cumulative projects would dramatically change the 
visual environment.  

The Proposed Project because of its location would not be within the same viewshed as other 
development projects within the area. The improvements within the terminal area are set within 
the Airport Entrance area and the Parcel O improvements are along the southern portion of the 
Airport limits. There are no other development projects being considered that would 
substantially alter view of these areas. Even the Douglas Park development would be 
sufficiently to the north that views of the terminal area would not include the Douglas Park 
development. When considered on a broader scale the combining of these projects would also 
not change the community character. The project site is already completely developed and is 
located in an urbanized area; the Proposed Project in combination with the other related 
projects in the immediate vicinity would not significantly alter the perception of the area as an 
urban environment. The Proposed Project in combination with other known projects would not 
substantially change the developed environment nor would they degrade the existing visual 
character of the area. Therefore, there would be no significant cumulative impact.  
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Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality and Health Risk Assessment, the Proposed Project 
would result in the following potential project-specific impacts: 

• Project-related construction activities would result in a significant short-term 
construction-related air quality impact for NOX and VOC. Implementation of mitigation 
program would reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than significant. 

In addition, the following impact would occur with the Optimized Flights scenario. This is not a 
component of the Proposed Project or any of the alternatives; however, if the operational 
procedures and aircraft used are optimized so that additional flights could operate within the 
noise budget permitted by the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, then the flights are 
allowed regardless of whether the Proposed Project is approved or built. With the Optimized 
Flights scenario, the following potential impacts would occur: 

• Incremental air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed SCAQMD’s 
PM10 concentration threshold due to associated GSE and vehicular traffic activity, 
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, and expose sensitive receptors 
to significant PM10 concentrations. Implementation of the mitigation program would 
reduce these impacts, but not to a level considered less than significant. 

• Air quality emissions with the Optimized Flights would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of 
significance for CO and NOX. The mitigation program would reduce the CO impacts to a 
level considered less than significant. NOX emissions would remain significant even after 
implementation of the mitigation program. 

Construction Air Emissions 

The Proposed Project would result in significant short-term construction air quality impacts. For 
there to be cumulative construction air quality impacts there would need to be other projects 
under construction at the same time and in close enough proximity that the construction 
emissions would combine and result in cumulative impacts. The Douglas Park project is 
immediately north of the Airport. According to the Douglas Park EIR (City of Long Beach 2004), 
construction emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX), and particulate matter (PM10) were significant. The location of the Douglas Park 
project would be considered to be in close enough proximity to the Proposed Project that the 
emissions would combine. It is also reasonable to assume that the timing of the Proposed 
Project and Douglas Park would occur simultaneously. The Proposed Project is projected to be 
implemented over a period of several years. The project phasing program for Douglas Park 
would overlap the Airport’s construction timing. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that in 
addition to significant project-related construction air quality impacts, there would be significant 
cumulative construction air quality impacts. Though both projects would be required to 
implement a mitigation program to reduce the construction emissions, the impacts would remain 
significant unavoidable impacts.  

Cumulative Chronic Risks  

In November 2000, the SCAQMD completed an urban air toxics monitoring and evaluation 
study for the South Coast Air Basin called MATES-II. MATES-II provides a general evaluation of 
cancer risks associated with TACs from all sources within the South Coast Air Basin. According 
to the study, cancer risks in the Basin range from 1,120 in a million to 1,740 in a million, with an 
average of 1,400 in a million. Based on observed data results from the Long Beach air 
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monitoring station, ambient risks for Long Beach are about 1,120 in a million. These cancer risk 
estimates are high and indicate that current impacts associated with sources of TACs from past 
and present projects in the region are significant. The MATES-II study is an appropriate 
estimate of present cumulative impacts of TAC emissions in the South Coast Air Basin. It does 
not, however, have sufficient resolution to determine the fractional contribution of current Long 
Beach Airport operations to TACs in the airshed. 

In February 2005, the City of Long Beach completed a baseline Air Quality and Noise Human 
Health Risk Assessment. The purpose of this study was to address concerns concerning air and 
noise pollution within City limits from the emission of pollutants from the major transportation 
sources (freeways, ports, airport, and truck/rail traffic) and noise from the Airport and their 
impact on residents. The following constituents were identified as major contributors to air 
pollution–NOX, VOCs, small particulates (PM10 and PM2.5), and air toxics. The study reported 
that toxic emissions from aircraft and support equipment at the Long Beach Airport only 
contribute a fraction of the overall risk from ambient air pollution in Long Beach resulting in an 
expected excess cancer risk of 10 to 20 in a million from Long Beach Airport emissions, 
primarily from use of GSE (City of Long Beach 2005c).  

Using the MATES-II Study, only possible incremental contributions to cumulative impacts can 
be assessed. Overall, the analyses indicated that: 

• Airport operations would have a relatively small impact (i.e., maximum of 17 in a million 
compared to 1,120 cancer cases in a million or less than 2 percent) on cumulative 
human cancer risks associated with living in the City of Long Beach. It would probably 
not be measurable against urban background conditions. 

• 2020 Optimized Flights with terminal area improvements would reduce cancer risks 
below those predicted for 2005 Baseline conditions. That is, the 2020 Optimized Flights 
scenario would result in a decrease in cumulative risks for many people living closest to 
the Airport. 

With regard to probable future projects, continued growth and development in the region, would 
result in additional sources of TACs. Because future sources and releases of TACs are highly 
speculative, meaningful quantification of future cumulative health risk exposure in the Basin is 
not possible. Moreover, the threshold of significance used in this analysis is based on the 
incremental cancer risk increase of individual projects; this threshold is not appropriately applied 
to conclusions regarding the cumulative cancer risk in the Basin. However, based on the 
relatively high cancer risk level associated with past and present projects, as represented by the 
environmental baseline (i.e., an additional 1,120 cancer cases per million), the increase in flights 
associated with the Optimized Flights scenario would add incrementally to the already high 
cumulative impacts in Long Beach. 

The above comparisons do not account for possible positive changes in air quality in the South 
Coast Air Basin in the future. SCAQMD and other agencies are consistently working to reduce 
air pollution. In particular, reductions in emission of diesel particulates are being considered for 
the near future. Since diesel particulates are the major contributors to estimated cancer risks, 
substantial reductions in diesel emissions would result in substantial reductions in cumulative 
cancer risks. Such reductions may not, however, have a substantial effect on estimates of the 
Optimized Flights scenario’s contributions to cumulative risks, as efforts to reduce diesel 
particulate would apply to both Long Beach Airport -related and other sources. These, and other 
such regulations intended to reduce TAC emissions within the Basin, would serve as the basis 
for mitigating cumulative impacts in the region. While continued, if not increased, regulation by 
the SCAQMD of point sources as well as more stringent emission controls on mobile sources 
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would reduce TAC emissions, whether such measures would alter incremental contributions of 
TAC releases to cumulative impacts under the Optimized Flight scenario cannot be ascertained. 

Cumulative Chronic Non-Cancer Hazards 

No study equivalent to the MATES-II study is available for assessing possible cumulative non-
cancer impacts. USEPA conducted an independent study with 1996 National Air Toxics 
Assessment Exposure and Risk Data of possible annual average air concentrations within the 
South Coast Air Basin associated with a variety of TACs, including acrolein. These estimates 
provide a means for assessing cumulative non-cancer impacts of airport operations in much the 
same manner as cumulative cancer risks were assessed using the MATES-II results.  

Within the study area of the HHRA, USEPA predictions for hazard indices range from 9 to 167, 
with an average of 21. Because of the large uncertainties associated with the USEPA estimates, 
the cumulative analysis for non-cancer health impacts is semi-quantitative and based on a 
range of possible contributions. This cumulative analysis does not address the issue of potential 
interactions among the criteria pollutants. Such interactions cannot, at this time, be addressed in 
a quantitative fashion.  

Maximum incremental hazard index for the 2011 No Project was estimated to be about 0.2 for 
the off-Airport worker compared to the 2005 Baseline. Hazard indices for all other scenarios and 
receptors were less than this value. This increment represents between 1 and 2 percent of the 
estimates based on USEPA modeling. Maximum incremental hazard index for the 2011 
Proposed Project was estimated to be about 0.1 for the off-Airport worker. Hence, the Proposed 
Project could add minimally to total average acrolein concentrations in the Basin, and to 
possible chronic human health hazards associated with exposure to acrolein. 

There are limited data available describing acrolein emissions from jet aircraft engines. 
Therefore, estimates of non-cancer hazards are very uncertain. Non-cancer hazards associated 
with the Proposed Project should only be used to provide a relative comparison to baseline 
conditions, recognizing that the uncertainties associated with acrolein emissions apply to all 
scenarios. These hazards should not be viewed as absolute estimates of potential health 
impacts. Moreover, USEPA’s estimates are based on data that are now several years old. 
Emissions from some important sources may have been reduced as a result of continuing 
efforts by SCAQMD and other agencies to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. 
Finally, the estimates do not consider degradation of TACs in the atmosphere. Degradation may 
be very important for relatively reactive chemicals such as acrolein. 

Cumulative Acute Non-Cancer Hazards 

Generally, predicted concentrations of TACs released from the Airport suggest that acute health 
hazards would not be expected. The exception might be levels of acrolein in Airport emissions. 
Acrolein contributes almost all of the non-cancer risk that might be associated with the 
Proposed Project. The REL for this TAC for evaluation of chronic exposure (0.06 ug/m3) and 
the REL for the evaluation of acute (short term) exposure (0.19 ug/m3) are not greatly different. 
Since some estimates of non-cancer hazard following chronic (long-term) exposure are fairly 
high, the possibility that short-term concentrations might exceed 0.19 ug/m3 was evaluated.  

When USEPA annual average estimates are converted to possible 1-hour maximum 
concentrations, acute hazard indices associated with total acrolein concentrations are estimated 
to range from 12 to 211, with an average of 27, for the census tracts within the study area. 
Predicted maximum incremental acute hazards are 1.5 and 6.7 for residential and off-Airport 
commercial land uses, respectively, and 11.6 for on-Airport workers. Thus, the SAIP could 
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contribute between 0.7 and 12.5 percent above current levels at residential locations, between 
3.2 and 56 percent above current levels at off-Airport locations, and between 5.5 and 97 percent 
above current levels at on-Airport locations 

Cultural Resources 

As discussed in Section 3.3, Cultural Resources, the Proposed Project would result in the 
following potential project-specific impact associated with cultural resources:  

• The Proposed Project would result in alterations to a designated historical landmark. 

With implementation of the proposed mitigation program listed in Section 3.3.3, potential 
impacts to cultural resources would be reduced to a level considered less than significant.  

Given the nature of the impact associated with the Proposed Project, there are no reasonably 
anticipated projects that would contribute to a cumulative impact on the Terminal Building as a 
historical resource. Additionally, the Terminal Building is the only designated historical landmark 
within the project vicinity. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not contributing to cumulative 
modifications of designated historical landmarks in the project vicinity.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project would 
result in the following potential project-specific impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
materials:  

• During construction, asbestos-containing materials could be disturbed and introduced 
into the environment.  

• During construction, lead-based paint could be introduced into the environment. 

• During grading activities at Parcel O, aerially-deposited lead could be introduced into the 
environment.  

• During grading activities at Parcel O, DDT could be introduced into the environment.  

• During construction, hazardous materials could be transported onto the Airport along 
established haul routes, including Willow Street.  

With implementation of the proposed mitigation program listed in Section 3.4.3, potential 
impacts associated with hazards would be reduced to level considered less than significant.  

Given the age of the development within the area surrounding the Airport, it is likely that future 
projects may result in impacts similar in nature to the impacts identified for the Proposed 
Project. Although cumulative projects, such as Douglas Park, also have potential impacts 
associated with hazardous materials, the environmental concerns associated with hazardous 
materials are site specific. Each project is required to address any issues related to hazardous 
material or wastes. Federal, state, and local regulations require mitigation to protect against site 
contamination by hazardous materials. Therefore, there would be no cumulative hazardous 
materials impacts.  
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Land Use and Planning 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Land Use, the Proposed Project would not result in any land use 
impacts. However, the Optimized Flight scenario would potentially result in the following land 
use impact: 

• The Optimized Flights scenario has the potential to induce airport land uses beyond the 
Airport boundary. Specifically, the increased flight levels would require additional 
vehicular parking beyond the levels provided by the Proposed Project. This impact is 
associated with the Optimized Flights scenario and not the Proposed Project. 

With implementation of the proposed mitigation program listed in Section 3.8.3, Transportation 
and Circulation, potential impacts associated with the insufficient parking and, as a result a land 
use impact, would be reduced to level considered less than significant. Given the very use 
specific nature of this impact, there would need to be other projects that would result in airport 
land uses being induced into the surrounding neighborhoods. There are no other projects 
currently identified by any of the local jurisdictions, the General Plan, or regional plans that 
would result in airport uses occurring in the surrounding neighborhoods. In fact, the Douglas 
Park project would result in airport-related land uses being redeveloped with non-airport related 
uses. No significant cumulative land use impacts would occur.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 3.6, Noise, the Proposed Project would result in the following noise 
impact: 

• Night construction activity on Parcel O may result in noise levels in excess of the noise 
levels specified in the Long Beach Noise Ordinance if heavy construction equipment 
associated with grading and paving are used.  

With implementation of the proposed mitigation program listed in Section 3.6.3, potential 
impacts associated with hazards would be reduced to level considered less than significant.  

Though not related to the Proposed Project, there would continue to be sensitive land uses 
within the 65 CNEL contour from the Airport. The cumulative projects and regional growth would 
not result in a substantial increase in the noise levels surrounding the Airport. The noise 
generated by the cumulative projects would be predominately traffic noise and would not affect 
the noise contours associated with the Airport. Therefore, there would be no significant 
cumulative impact.  

Public Services  

As discussed in Section 3.7, Public Services, the Proposed Project does not result in any 
significant impacts. Standard Conditions were identified that would apply to the Proposed 
Project. The nature of the Proposed Project differentiates it from other development that may 
occur because of growth within the region. The needs of the Airport are distinct with regards to 
security and fire protection. The Airport provides these services onsite. The services onsite 
would not respond to emergencies within the community. Therefore, cumulative projects and 
growth would not contribute with the same type of demand as the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
there would be no significant cumulative impact.  



Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\5.0 Long Term-110305.doc 5-12 Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project 

Transportation and Circulation 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation and Circulation, the Proposed Project would not 
result in any impacts; however, there would be impacts associated with the Existing Plus 
Optimized Flights scenario. The following potential impacts have been identified for the 
Optimized Flights scenario:  

• The Existing Plus Optimized Flight scenario would result in significant impacts at the 
Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow Street/Lakewood Boulevard 
intersections during the weekday AM peak hour. With the implementation of MM 3.8-1, 
this impact would be reduced to less than significant. 

• With the Optimized Flight Scenario, there would be insufficient parking with the 
Proposed Project. With the implementation of MM 3.8-2, this impact would be reduced to 
a level of less than significant.  

The traffic model used for calculating the 2020 Proposed Project impacts utilizes the growth 
assumptions adopted by SCAG, as well as project specific traffic as evaluated in the EIR for 
Douglas Park. Therefore, these long-range projections account for potential cumulative impacts. 
The analysis, as discussed in Section 3.8, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that not only 
would there not be a cumulative impact, in 2020 the impacts identified above would be reduced 
to a level of less than significant. This is because as the development associated with approved 
projects (i.e., Douglas Park) improvements to the circulation network would be implemented. 
These improvements, which are conditions that have been placed on the Douglas Park project, 
would increase capacity on the local network and sufficient capacity would be available even 
with the Optimized Flight scenario. There would be no significant cumulative impacts.  
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SECTION 6.0 
INVENTORY OF SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES, 

STANDARD CONDITIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 requires that state and local agencies adopt 
programs for monitoring and reporting the implementation of mitigation measures addressing 
the significant adverse environmental impacts of projects approved by agencies which are 
subject to CEQA.  In conjunction with certification of this EIR, the City of Long Beach Planning 
Commission will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP), consistent with the 
requirements of PRC Section 21081.6 and the State CEQA Guidelines.  The MMP will be used 
by the City of Long Beach for monitoring the implementation of the mitigation measures 
applicable to the selected project scenario or alternative. 
 
The mitigation measures identified earlier in Sections 3.1 through 3.8 are listed in this section, 
by environmental resource area.  This section is intended to facilitate the reader’s review of the 
mitigation program recommended as part of this EIR by providing them all in one section of the 
document. These measures may be refined or deleted, or new measures added, by the 
Planning Commission in the Final EIR and MMP. 
 
6.2 AESTHETICS 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.1-1 The Guiding Principals have been used in the development of the conceptual 
design plan.  As part of final design, the requirements outlined in these 
documents, which are named below, would provide guidance to protect the 
historic integrity of the existing terminal.  This also serves to ensure a unified 
appearance and enhance the aesthetics of the terminal area.  The Guiding 
Principals include: (1) May 7, 1990, memorandum of understanding (MOU) by 
the Neighborhood and Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach 
providing guidelines for future environmental review of the Airport Terminal 
Building; (2) Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic 
buildings;(3) Development and Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport 
Terminal Planned Development Plan Ordinance adopted by the City Council on 
September 2, 1997; (4) the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance (Chapter 2.63 of 
the Municipal Code); and (5) a memorandum on considerations for new 
construction prepared by PCR (June 22, 2005). These documents all provide 
guidance on development standards for terminal area improvements and are 
included in Appendix B.  

Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.1-1 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
development complies with the development standards and design guidelines 
contained in Ordinance No. C-7496, Development and Use Standards for the 
Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development Plan (PD-12). 

SC 3.1-2 Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall ensure 
that any new construction proposed adjacent to the Terminal Building or attached 
onto it shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
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Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings, and more specifically, the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards).  

SC 3.1-3 Prior to building plan approval, the Cultural Heritage Commission shall ensure 
that all development shall comply with the May 7, 1990 MOU adopted by the City 
Council and Cultural Heritage Commission providing guidelines for future 
environmental review of the Airport Terminal Building (the MOU is contained in 
Appendix B). 

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.1-1 During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure that 
construction materials and equipment staging areas be located away from 
existing residential uses and, when feasible, appropriate screening (i.e., 
temporary fencing with opaque material) shall be used to buffer views of the 
construction site.  

MM 3.1-2 During construction activities, the construction contractor shall ensure that 
temporary construction-related security lighting shall be arranged so that direct 
rays will not shine on or produce glare for adjacent street traffic and residential 
uses. The light fixtures specified for the Project design must comply with the 
standard of the Illuminating Engineering Society for full cutoff capability.  

MM 3.1-3 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
exterior lighting be designed and located as to avoid intrusive effects on the 
runway operations, so as not to result in an air safety hazard. Low-intensity street 
lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used throughout the 
development to the extent feasible. Lighting fixtures shall use shielding, if 
necessary to prevent spill lighting on adjacent off-site uses.  

MM 3.1-4 Prior to building plan approval, the Planning Commission shall ensure that all 
development projects use reflective glass that is less than 20 percent and all 
other materials used on exterior buildings and structures shall be selected with 
attention to minimizing reflective glare. 

 
6.3 AIR QUALITY AND HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 

Project Design Features 
 
PDF 3.2-1 As part of project design, the City of Long Beach shall ensure the terminal area 

improvements are designed and constructed to meets LEED specifications. 

Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.2-1 During construction of the Proposed Project, the City and its contractors will be 
required to comply with regional rules, which would assist in reducing short-term 
air pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air pollutant emissions 
should not create a nuisance off-site. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive 
dust be controlled with the best available control measures so the presence of 
such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of 
the emission source. Two options are presented in Rule 403; monitoring of 
particulate concentrations or active control. Monitoring involves a sampling 
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network around the project with no additional control measures unless specified 
concentrations are exceeded. The active control option does not require any 
monitoring, but requires that a list of measures be implemented starting with the 
first day of construction. 

Rule 403 requires that “A person conducting active operations within the 
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the 
applicable best available control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions 
from each fugitive dust source type which is part of the active operation.” 
Rule 403 also requires that the construction activities “shall not cause or allow 
PM10 levels to exceed 50 micrograms per cubic meter when determined by 
simultaneous sampling, as the difference between upwind and down wind 
sample.” A project is exempt from the monitoring requirement “if the dust control 
actions, as specified in Table 2 are implemented on a routine basis for each 
applicable fugitive dust source type.” Table 2 from Rule 403 is presented below 
as Table 6.2-1. Under high wind conditions (i.e., when wind gusts exceed 
25 miles per hour) additional control measures are required, and “the required 
control measures for high wind conditions are implemented for each applicable 
fugitive dust source type, as specified in Table 1.” Table 1 from Rule 403 is 
presented below as Table 6.2-2. Monitoring of particulate concentrations does 
not reduce fugitive dust emissions; therefore, to minimize fugitive dust emissions 
the construction activities will utilize the measures presented in Table 6.2-2 and 
Table 6.2-1 (Tables 1 and 2 in Rule 403) rather than the monitoring option of 
SCAQMD Rule 403.  

Further, Rule 403 requires that the project shall “prevent or remove within one 
hour the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of their 
operations.” Alternatively, the project can “take at least one of the actions listed in 
Table 3.” Table 3 from Rule 403 is presented below as Table 6.2-3. In addition, 
the project would be required to “prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public 
paved roadways as a result of their operations and remove such material at 
anytime track-out extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet on to 
any paved public road during active operations; and remove all visible roadway 
dust tracked-out upon public paved roadways as a result of active operations at 
the conclusion of each work day when active operations cease. 
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TABLE 6.2-1 
FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL ACTIONS FOR EXEMPTION TO MONITORING 

(RULE 403 TABLE 2) 
 

Source Category Control Actions 
Earth-moving (except 
construction cutting and 
filling areas, and mining 
operations) 

(1a) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12 percent, as determined by 
ASTM method D-2216, or other equivalent method approved by the Executive 
Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the USEPA. Two soil moisture 
evaluations must be conducted during the first three hours of active operations 
during a calendar day, and two such evaluations each subsequent four-hour 
period of active operations; OR 

(1a-1) For any earth-moving which is more than 100 feet from all property lines, conduct 
watering as necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet 
in length in any direction. 

Earth-moving: 
Construction fill areas 

(1b) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 12 percent, as determined by 
ASTM method D-2216, or other equivalent method approved by the Executive 
Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the USEPA. For areas which 
have an optimum moisture content for compaction of less than 12 percent, as 
determined by ASTM Method 1557 or other equivalent method approved by the 
Executive Officer and the California Air Resources Board and the USEPA, 
complete the compaction process as expeditiously as possible after achieving at 
least 70 percent of the optimum soil moisture content. Two soil moisture 
evaluations must be conducted during the first three hours of active operations 
during a calendar day, and two such evaluations during each subsequent four-
hour period of active operations. 

Earth-moving: 
Construction cut areas 
and mining operations 

(1c) Conduct watering as necessary to prevent visible emissions from extending more 
than 100 feet beyond the active cut or mining area unless the area is inaccessible 
to watering vehicles due to slope conditions or other safety factors. 

Disturbed surface areas 
(except completed grading 
areas) 

(2a/b) Apply dust suppression in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface. Any areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by wind 
driven fugitive dust must have an application of water at least twice per day to at 
least 80 percent of the unstabilized area. 

Disturbed surface areas: 
Completed grading areas 

(2c) Apply chemical stabilizers within five working days of grading completion; OR 
(2d) Take actions (3a) or (3c) specified for inactive disturbed surface areas 

Inactive disturbed surface 
areas 

(3a) Apply water to at least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface areas on a daily 
basis when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust, excluding any areas 
which are inaccessible to watering vehicles due to excessive slope or other safety 
conditions; OR 

(3b) Apply dust suppressants in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface; OR 

(3c) Establish a vegetative ground cover within 21 days after active operations have 
ceased. Ground cover must be of sufficient density to expose less than 30 
percent of unstabilized ground within 90 days of planting, and at all times 
thereafter; OR 

(3d) Utilize any combination of control actions (3a), (3b), and (3c) such that, in total, 
these actions apply to all inactive disturbed surface areas. 

Unpaved Roads (4a) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at least once per every two hours of 
active operations; OR 

(4b) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic once daily and restrict vehicle 
speeds to 15 miles per hour; OR•(4c) Apply a chemical stabilizer to all unpaved 
road surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. 

Open storage piles (5a) Apply chemical stabilizers; OR 
(5b) Apply water to at least 80 percent of the surface area of all open storage piles on 

a daily basis when there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust; OR 
(5c) Install temporary coverings; OR 
(5d) Install a three-sided enclosure with walls with no more than 50 percent porosity 

which extends, at a minimum, to the top of the pile. 
All Categories (6a) Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the USEPA as 

equivalent to the methods specified in Table 2 may be used. 



Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project 
Draft EIR 

 

 
E:\6.0 MitigationSummary-110405.doc 6-5 Inventory of Mitigation Program  

TABLE 6.2-2 
REQUIRED BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES 

(SCAQMD RULE 403, TABLE 1) 
 

Control Measure Guidance 
Backfilling 
01-1 Stabilize backfill material when not actively 

handling; and  
01-2 Stabilize backfill material during handling; and 
01-3 Stabilize soil at completion of activity.  

• Mix backfill soil with water prior to moving  
• Dedicate water truck or high capacity hose to 

backfilling equipment  
• Empty loader bucket slowly so that no dust plumes 

are generated 
• Minimize drop height from loader bucket  

Clearing and Grubbing 
02-1 Maintain stability of soil through pre-watering of site 

prior to clearing and grubbing; and  
02-2 Stabilize soil during clearing and grubbing 

activities; and 
02-3 Stabilize soil immediately after clearing and 

grubbing activities.  

• Maintain live perennial vegetation where possible  
• Apply water in sufficient quantity to prevent 

generation of dust plumes  

Clearing Forms 
03-1 Use water spray to clear forms; or  
03-2 Use sweeping and water spray to clear forms; or  
03-3 Use vacuum system to clear forms.  

• Use of high pressure air to clear forms may cause 
exceedance of Rule requirements  

Crushing 
04-1 Stabilize surface soils prior to operation of support 

equipment; and  
04-2 Stabilize material after crushing.  

• Follow permit conditions for crushing equipment 
• Pre-water material prior to loading into crusher  
• Monitor crusher emissions opacity 
• Apply water to crushed material to prevent dust 

plumes  
Cut and Fill  
05-1 Pre-water soils prior to cut and fill activities; and  
05-2 Stabilize soil during and after cut and fill activities.  

• For large sites, pre-water with sprinklers or water 
trucks and allow time for penetration  

• Use water trucks/pulls to water soils to depth of cut 
prior to subsequent cuts  

Demolition – Mechanical/Manual  
06-1 Stabilize wind erodible surfaces to reduce dust; 

and  
06-2 Stabilize surface soil where support equipment and 

vehicles will operate; and  
06-3 Stabilize loose soil and demolition debris; and  
06-4 Comply with AQMD Rule 1403.  

• Apply water in sufficient quantities to prevent the 
generation of visible dust plumes  

Disturbed Soil  
07-1 Stabilize disturbed soil throughout the construction 

site; and  
07-02 Stabilize disturbed soil between structures  

• Limit vehicular traffic and disturbances on soils 
where possible 

• If interior block walls are planned, install as early 
as possible 

• Apply water or a stabilizing agent in sufficient 
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes  

Earth-Moving Activities 
08-1 Pre-apply water to depth of proposed cuts; and 
08-2 Re-apply water as necessary to maintain soils in a 

damp condition and to ensure that visible 
emissions do not exceed 100 feet in any direction; 
and  

08-3 Stabilize soils once earth-moving activities are 
complete.  

• Grade each project phase separately, timed to 
coincide with construction phase 

• Upwind fencing can prevent material movement on 
site  

• Apply water or a stabilizing agent in sufficient 
quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust 
plumes  
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Control Measure Guidance 
Importing/Exporting of Bulk Materials 
09-1 Stabilize material while loading to reduce fugitive 

dust emissions; and  
09-2 Maintain at least six inches of freeboard on haul 

vehicles; and  
09-3 Stabilize material while transporting to reduce 

fugitive dust emissions; and  
09-4 Stabilize material while unloading to reduce fugitive 

dust emissions; and 
09-5 Comply with Vehicle Code Section 23114.  

• Use tarps or other suitable enclosures on haul 
trucks  

• Check belly-dump truck seals regularly and 
remove any trapped rocks to prevent spillage 

• Comply with track-out prevention/mitigation 
requirements  

• Provide water while loading and unloading to 
reduce visible dust plumes  

Landscaping 
10-1 Stabilize soils, materials, slopes  • Apply water to materials to stabilize, maintain 

materials in a crusted condition  
• Maintain effective cover over materials  
• Stabilize sloping surfaces using soil binders until 

vegetation or ground cover can effectively stabilize 
the slopes  

• Hydroseed prior to rain season  
Road Shoulder Maintenance  
11-1 Apply water to unpaved shoulders prior to clearing; 

and  
11-2 Apply chemical dust suppressants and/or washed 

gravel to maintain a stabilized surface after 
completing road shoulder maintenance.  

• Installation of curbing and/or paving of road 
shoulders can reduce recurring maintenance costs

• Use of chemical dust suppressants can inhibit 
vegetation growth and reduce future road shoulder 
maintenance costs  

Screening  
12-1 Pre-water material prior to screening; and  
12-2 Limit fugitive dust emissions to opacity and plume 

length standards; and  
12-3 Stabilize material immediately after screening.  

• Dedicate water truck or high capacity hose to 
screening operation 

• Drop material through the screen slowly and 
minimize drop height 

• Install wind barrier with a porosity of no more than 
50% upwind of screen to the height of the drop 
point  

Staging Areas  
13-1 Stabilize staging areas during use; and  
13-2 Stabilize staging area soils at project completion.  

• Limit size of staging area 
• Limit vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour 
• Limit number and size of staging area 

entrances/exists  
Stockpiles/Bulk Material Handling 
14-1  Stabilize stockpiled materials.  
14-2 Stockpiles within 100 yards of off-site occupied 

buildings must not be greater than eight feet in 
height; or must have a road bladed to the top to 
allow water truck access or must have an 
operational water irrigation system that is capable 
of complete stockpile coverage.  

• Add or remove material from the downwind portion 
of the storage pile 

• Maintain storage piles to avoid steep sides or 
faces  

Traffic Areas for Construction Activities 
15-1 Stabilize all off-road traffic and parking areas; and  
15-2 Stabilize all haul routes; and  
15-3 Direct construction traffic over established haul 

routes.  

• Apply gravel/paving to all haul routes as soon as 
possible to all future roadway areas  

• Barriers can be used to ensure vehicles are only 
used on established parking areas/haul routes  
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Control Measure Guidance 
Trenching 
16-1 Stabilize surface soils where trencher or excavator 

and support equipment will operate; and  
16.2 Stabilize soils at the completion of trenching 

activities.  

• Pre-watering of soils prior to trenching is an 
effective preventive measure.  

• For deep trenching activities, pre-trench to 18 
inches, soak soils via the pre-trench and resume 
trenching 

• Washing mud and soils from equipment at the 
conclusion of trenching activities to prevent 
crusting and drying of soil on equipment  

Truck Loading 
17-1 Pre-water material prior to loading; and  
17.2 Ensure that freeboard exceeds six inches (CVC 

23114)  

• Empty loader bucket such that no visible dust 
plumes are created  

• Ensure that the loader bucket is close to the truck 
to minimize drop height while loading  

Turf Overseeding 
18-1 Apply sufficient water immediately prior to 

conducting turf vacuuming activities to meet 
opacity and plume length standards; and  

18-2 Cover haul vehicles prior to exiting the site.  

• Haul waste material immediately off-site  

Unpaved Roads/Parking Lots 
19-1 Stabilize soils to meet the applicable performance 

standards; and  
19-2 Limit vehicular travel to established unpaved roads 

(haul routes) and unpaved parking lots.  

• Restricting vehicular access to established 
unpaved travel paths and parking lots can reduce 
stabilization requirements  

Vacant Land 
20-1 In instances where vacant lots are 0.10 acre or 

larger and have a cumulative area of 500 square 
feet or more that are driven over and/or used by 
motor vehicles and/or off-road vehicles, prevent 
motor vehicle and/or off-road vehicle trespassing, 
parking and/or access by installing barriers, curbs, 
fences, gates, posts, signs, shrubs, trees or other 
effective control measures.  
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TABLE 6.2-3 
TRACK OUT CONTROL OPTIONS 

 
(1) Pave or apply chemical stabilization at sufficient concentration and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface 

starting from the point of intersection with the public paved surface, and extending for a centerline distance of 
at least 100 feet and a width of at least 20 feet. 

(2) Pave from the point of intersection with the public paved road surface, and extending for a centerline distance 
of at least 25 feet and a width of at least 20 feet, and install a track-out control device immediately adjacent to 
the paved surface such that exiting vehicles do not travel on any unpaved road surface after passing through 
the track-out control device. 

(3) Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the USEPA as equivalent to the methods 
specified in Table 3 may be used. 

 
SC 3.2-2 In support of PDF 3.2-1, requiring the design and construction of the terminal 

improvements to meet LEED standards, building materials, architectural coatings 
and cleaning solvents shall comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and 
regulations. 

SC 3.2-3 In support of PDF 3.2-1, requiring the design and construction of the terminal 
improvements to meet LEED standards, all new and substantially modified 
buildings shall meet California Title 24 Energy Efficiency standards for water 
heating, space heating and cooling, to the extent feasible. 

SC 3.2-4 All new and modified point source facilities (e.g., utility equipment, fuel storage 
and dispensing) shall obtain all required permits from the SCAQMD. To obtain 
these permits, the facilities will need to include Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) that reduces emissions of criteria pollutants. 

SC 3.2-5 In support of PDF 3.2-1 and to conserve energy, require that all exterior lighting 
use color-corrected low sodium lighting. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce construction-related impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project and project alternatives: 

MM 3.2-1 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to ensure that all equipment is properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

MM 3.2-2 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize 
exhaust emissions. During construction, engines on trucks and vehicles in 
loading and unloading queues will be turned off when not in use, to reduce 
vehicle emissions. Construction activities should be phased and scheduled to 
avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. 

MM 3.2-3 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors sweep streets as needed during construction, but not more frequently 
than hourly, if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads. 
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MM 3.2-4 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce general 
contractors to visually inspect construction equipment prior to leaving the site; 
loose dirt shall be washed off with wheel washers as necessary. 

MM 3.2-5 During construction, the City shall coordinate with the contractor to maximize the 
ability to power construction activity utilizing electricity from power poles rather 
than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators, to the extent possible. 

MM 3.2-6 The contract specifications shall require that all on-site mobile equipment used 
during construction shall be powered by alternative fuel sources (i.e., methanol, 
natural gas, propane, or butane) where feasible.  

MM 3.2-7 During construction, the City shall provide a location and require the contractor to 
store all construction equipment used in the project construction within the 
project site (away from adjacent residential areas) to reduce the impact on the 
roadway system and the resultant air emissions. 

On-site construction equipment staging areas and construction worker parking 
lots shall be located on either paved surfaces or unpaved surfaces that are 
periodically treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers. 

MM 3.2-8 The contract specifications shall require and the City shall enforce the contractor 
to schedule all deliveries related to construction activities that affect traffic flow 
during off-peak hours (e.g., 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.) and deliveries shall be 
coordinated to achieve consolidated truck trips. When traffic flow is impacted by 
the movement of construction materials and/or equipment, temporary traffic 
controls shall be provided to improve traffic flow (e.g., flag person). 

MM 3.2-9 The contract specifications shall require all on-site heavy-duty construction 
equipment shall be equipped with diesel particulate traps to the extent that this 
equipment is available at the time the contracts are awarded. 

MM 3.2-10 The construction specifications shall require and the City shall enforce that 
emulsified diesel fuel be used in diesel-fueled construction equipment that is not 
equipped with diesel particulate traps to reduce NOX emissions. 

The use of emulsified diesel fuel in construction equipment is assumed to reduce construction 
equipment NOX emissions by 15 to 20 percent (CARB 2004). Applying the lower end of that 
range to the peak daily NOX emissions from construction equipment would reduce NOX 
emissions by approximately 70 lbs/day to a peak day NOX emission inventory for construction of 
424 lbs/day. This level would still be above the significance threshold. VOC emissions would 
also remain significant and unavoidable.  

The Proposed Project is a construction activity and, as such, would not result in operational 
impacts. The following mitigation options are proposed to reduce operational emission impacts 
associated with the Optimized Flights scenario and project alternatives: 

MM 3.2-11 During project design, the architect shall provide that all fixtures used for lighting 
exterior common areas are regulated by automatic devices to turn off lights when 
they are not needed. 
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MM 3.2-12 As part of the air carrier ramp design, the City of Long Beach shall incorporate 
electric charging station infrastructure to support operation of electric GSE and 
on-airport vehicles. 

MM 3.2-13 As part of the air carrier ramp design, preconditioned air and 400 Hz power from 
electric units (or electric power grid) will incorporate provisions at the commercial 
passenger aircraft parking positions to allow aircraft pilots the ability to plug in at 
the gate and turn off the APU.  

MM 3.2-14 The City shall require the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel for diesel-fueled 
equipment that are not readily convertible to electrical power on all future lease 
and operational agreements for air carriers. 

MM 3.2-15 Through its lease language with them, the City of Long Beach shall require the 
airlines to comply with the South Coast GSE MOU signed by the airlines and 
CARB in December 2002, or replacement agreements and/or regulations. 
Through the implementation of MM 3.2-12 and MM 3.2-13 the Airport will design 
the infrastructure necessary to assist airlines in complying with the GSE MOU. 
The GSE MOU includes provisions for retrofitting diesel GSE with particulate 
traps where feasible. Therefore, compliance with the GSE MOU would reduce 
PM10 and PM2.5 impacts as well as NOX and VOC emissions. 

The mitigated criteria pollutant emission inventories associated with installing preconditioned air, 
400 Hz power, and electric battery chargers would reduce APU CO emissions by 61 and APU 
NOX emissions by 57 percent in 2011 and 2020. GSE CO emissions would be reduced by 
97 percent in 2011; and GSE NOX emissions would be reduced by 55 percent in 2011 and 
40 percent in 2020. 

Comparing the mitigated Project criteria pollutant incremental inventories to the operational 
emission thresholds indicates that the mitigated inventories of all pollutants except NOX would 
be below the significance thresholds in 2011 and 2020. 
 
6.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

PDF 3.3-1 The Guiding Principals have been used in the development of the conceptual 
design plan.  As part of final design, the requirements outlined in these 
documents, which are named below, would provide guidance to protect the 
historic integrity of the existing terminal.  The Guiding Principals include: (1) May 
7, 1990, memorandum of understanding (MOU) by the Neighborhood and 
Historic Preservation Officer for the City of Long Beach providing guidelines for 
future environmental review of the Airport Terminal Building; (2) Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic buildings;(3) Development and 
Use Standards for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Planned Development Plan 
Ordinance adopted by the City Council on September 2, 1997; (4) the City’s 
Cultural Heritage Ordinance (Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code); and (5) a 
memorandum on considerations for new construction prepared by PCR (June 
22, 2005). These documents all provide guidance on development standards for 
terminal area improvements and are included in Appendix B.  
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Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.3-1 Should any archaeological resources be uncovered during grading or excavation 
activities, these activities shall be diverted to a part of the site away from the find, 
and a qualified archaeologist shall be contracted by the contractor to: 
(1) ascertain the significance of the resource; (2) establish protocol with the 
project applicant to protect such resources; (3) ascertain the presence of 
additional resources; and (4) provide additional monitoring of the site, if deemed 
appropriate. If human remains are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles 
County Coroner shall be contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of 
Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed.  

SC 3.3-2 If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, State 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and 
disposition of the materials pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 
The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the remains are 
determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will determine and notify a Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized 
representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The descendent 
must complete the inspection within 24 hours of notification by the NAHC. The 
MLD may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human 
remains and items associated with Native American burials. 

SC 3.3-3 In compliance with Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code no permits for the 
alteration, remodel, enlarging, or improvements to the Airport Terminal, shall be 
issued prior to review by the Cultural Heritage Commission and issuance by the 
Commission of a certificate of appropriateness.  

SC 3.3-4 Should any paleontological resources be uncovered during grading or excavation 
activities, the construction contractor shall divert activities to a part of the site 
away from the find, and a qualified paleontologist shall be contracted by the 
contractor to: (1) ascertain the significance of the resource; (2) establish protocol 
with the project applicant to protect such resources; (3) ascertain the presence of 
additional resources; and (4) provide additional monitoring of the site, if deemed 
appropriate. If human remains are discovered on the site, the Los Angeles 
County Coroner shall be contacted to examine the remains, and the provisions of 
Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed.  

Mitigation Measures 

It was determined that, prior to mitigation, the proposed terminal area improvements conceptual 
design has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change, as per Section 15064.5(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, in the significance of the Long Beach Airport Terminal Building because 
physical characteristics that convey the historical significance of the resource would be 
materially altered in a manner that may not meet the Secretary’s Standards. Those specific 
design concepts that have been identified as potentially adverse have corresponding mitigation 
measures as explained in the list below. If during the final design phase these specific design 
plans are not selected, then the associated mitigation measures would not be necessary. The 
applicability of these measures would be determined through design review by the Cultural 
Heritage Commission and issuance by the Commission of a certificate of appropriateness, as 
outlined in Chapter 2.63 of the Municipal Code (SC 3.3-3). Additionally, other design measures 
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may be recommended by the Cultural Heritage Commission through the design review process, 
which would be required prior to issuance of a certificate of appropriateness. 

MM 3.3-1 If the proposed Airport Terminal improvements are to be connected to the 
original 1941 structure, then the project architect shall design the connection 
between the new structure and the existing Airport Terminal Building so that it is 
attached beneath the existing cornice, to be consistent with the Streamline 
Moderne design. 

MM 3.3-2 If during final design, new windows are required in the existing Airport Terminal 
Building, the project architect shall ensure that window treatments reference the 
style of the original Airport Terminal windows, which are very specific to the 
Airport Terminal. The use of the window wall, as seen on the northwest and 
southwest corner, shall be used as an example.  

MM 3.3-3 If during the final design, window replacement is proposed for the original Airport 
Terminal Building, then the new window(s) shall replicate the original style of 
fenestration. If the original windows that are currently missing from the building 
are still extant, then those windows shall be returned to their original location, if 
feasible. 

MM 3.3-4 If during final design, new doorframes in the Airport Terminal Building are 
proposed, then the project architect shall reference the style of the original 
doorframes located on the east and south facades of the original Airport Terminal 
Building for the new doorway(s). 

MM 3.3-5 The City of Long Beach, Public Works Director or designee shall stipulate in the 
plans and specifications that exterior material should be compatible in type, color 
and finish to the existing material used on the Airport Terminal Building. Testing 
should be done to determine original colors, if necessary. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure will be at the direction of the Cultural Heritage Commission.  

MM 3.3-6 If during final design, the shelter/ticketing areas are proposed on either side of 
the existing 1941 Airport Terminal Building, then the project architect shall scale 
down the proposed design. This could be accomplished with a lower profile, 
possibly with a flat roof that fits in visually with the horizontal nature of the 
architectural style of the terminal. The manner in which this mitigation measure 
will be implemented shall be reviewed by the Cultural Heritage Commission as 
part of the issuance of the certificate of appropriateness. 

6.5 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS WASTES 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.4-1 The proposed terminal improvements would be constructed in a manner 
consistent with LEED standards certification requirements to, among other 
things, minimize potential hazards and hazardous waste impacts. 

Standard Conditions and Requirements 

SC 3.4-1 The Proposed Project and any additional flights associated with optimize flight 
operations would be required to comply with the provisions of the Long Beach 
Airport Certification Manual and Long Beach Airport Rules and Regulations 
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pertaining to the handling, use, and disposal of hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes. 

SC 3.4-2 The Contractor shall develop a SWPPP to minimize potential short-term 
significant hazardous materials impacts associated with construction activities.  

SC 3.4-3 The Airport Terminal Building is known to contain ACMs. The applicant shall 
comply with notification and asbestos removal procedures outlined in SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 to reduce asbestos-related health issues.  

SC 3.4-4 Prior to demolition of any facilities at Million Air, the applicant shall test for 
asbestos containing materials. Should ACM or ACP be found, the applicant shall 
comply with notification and asbestos removal procedures outlined in SCAQMD 
Rule 1403 to reduce asbestos related health risks.  

SC 3.4-5 The City Engineer, or his designee, shall verify that every contractor transporting 
or handling hazardous materials and/or wastes during project implementation 
has permits and licenses from all relative health and regulatory agencies to 
operate and properly manifest all hazardous or California regulated material. 

SC 3.4-6 The Airport shall comply with the Airport Industrial NPDES permit (CAS000001/ 
WDID 4B19S004985). Construction activities that disturbs more than one acre 
shall abide by the State issued State Water Resources Control Board Order 99-
08 General Permit CAS000002. As part of this process, the Airport would be 
required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

SC 3.4-7 Construction of the Proposed Project shall be in compliance with local and State 
construction and building requirements and regulations, including the Uniform 
Building Code. 

SC 3.4-8 Prior to initiating construction activities, the contractor shall verify the locations of 
underground pipelines in the terminal area, ramp, and parking areas. Appropriate 
precautions shall be taken to ensure that pipelines are not disturbed or are 
properly relocated during construction.  

SC 3.4-9 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall test the soil for aerially 
deposited lead and dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT). As a result of soil 
testing, should aerially deposited lead or DDT be found in quantities that exceed 
acceptable thresholds, the applicant shall develop a remediation program to 
dispose of soil material properly.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.4-1 Prior to the initiation of demolition/construction, the Contractor shall develop an 
approved Health and Safety Contingency Plan (HSCP) in the event that 
unanticipated/unknown environmental contaminants are encountered during 
construction. The plan shall be developed to protect workers, safeguard the 
environment, and meet the requirements of the CCR, Title 8, General Industry 
Safety Orders – Control of Hazardous Substances. The Plan shall include 
measures for handling any unknown wastes or suspect materials discovered 
during construction by the Contractor, which he/she believes may involve 
hazardous waste or hazardous materials. 
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The HSCP should be prepared as a supplemental to the Contractor’s Site-
Specific Health and Safety Plan, which should be prepared to meet the 
requirements of CCR Title 8, Construction Safety Orders. 

MM 3.4-2 Prior to the demolition of any on-site building or portion of any on-site building 
constructed prior to 1973, the City shall screen the buildings for lead-based paint. 
If lead-based paint is identified, mitigation shall be developed in accordance with 
all applicable federal, State, and local regulatory requirements. 

MM 3.4-3 During demolition and excavation activities and during preparation of the 
geotechnical study in the design phase, the City shall have a qualified inspector 
onsite to inspect and sample the soil for contaminants. If observations during 
demolition activities indicate that site soil is affected by contaminants, demolition 
work should be stopped in the area involved until an analysis of the soil 
conditions can be performed and additional recommendations evaluated and 
performed as necessary.  

MM 3.4-4 As part of the contract specification, a haul route, which could include Willow 
Street, shall be designated by the City Engineer, or his designee. During 
construction, the City Engineer, or his designee shall instruct every contractor 
that no hazardous or acutely hazardous materials may be transported onto the 
Airport via Willow Street to avoid potential impacts within one-quarter mile of the 
Alpert Jewish Community Center, where school programs are conducted. 

6.6 LAND USE AND RELATED PLANNING PROGRAMS 

There are no project design features or standard conditions for land use. The significant land 
use impacts in Section 3.5 are associated with the Optimized Flights scenario potential to 
induce airport land uses beyond the Airport boundary. Specifically, the increased flight levels 
would require additional vehicular parking beyond the levels provided by the Proposed Project. 
Mitigation measure MM 3.8-2 (Transportation and Circulation) would reduce this impact to a 
level of less than significant. No other mitigation measures pertaining to land uses are 
proposed. 
 
6.7 NOISE 

There are no project design features for noise reduction. The terminal area improvements would 
not require any measures to minimize noise impacts. 

Standard Conditions and Regulations 

SC 3.6-1 The Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance would apply to continued operations 
at the Airport. All future operations would need to be consistent with the 
provisions of the ordinance. 

SC 3.6-2 The contractor shall comply with the City of Long Beach Noise Ordinance 
pertaining to limitations on construction activities, as outlined in Exhibit 3.6-12, to 
the extent feasible while minimizing any potential conflicts with aviation activities.  

Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.6-1 The City shall conduct noise measurements during any night construction on 
Parcel O where such construction involves the use of heavy construction 
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equipment such as front loaders, tractors, graders, paving machines, 
jackhammers or similar devices. Such measurements shall be made near the 
homes located directly across Clark Avenue from Parcel O. If any night 
measurement exceeds the limits specified in Sections 8.80.150 and 8.80.160 of 
the Long Beach Municipal Code as a result of the construction activity, the 
operation shall be terminated until such time that a construction noise mitigation 
plan can be put into effect that will result in compliance with the night time noise 
limits. Note that in the case where ambient noise levels exceed the noise limits 
specified in Section 8.80.160, the allowable noise exposure standard shall be 
increased per Section 8.80.150 [C] of the Municipal Code to reflect ambient 
levels. 

Existing aviation noise and potential noise levels under an Optimized Flights 
scenario include homes within the 65 CNEL contour. These impacts are not 
project related but are an existing condition and would also occur with the full 
realization of all the flights permitted in the Airport noise budget. Though 
mitigation is not required because there is not a nexus between the impact and 
the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the City of Long Beach adopt the 
following mitigation measure to address the noise impact associated with the 
flight levels permitted under the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. In 
addition to all homes within the 65 CNEL contour, the following mitigation 
measure proposes providing noise attenuation to existing schools within the 60 
CNEL contour because Congress has authorized the use of federal funds for 
attenuating existing schools to a level of 60 CNEL. The locations of those homes 
and schools currently and projected to qualify for the noise attenuation are shown 
in Section 3.6 (see Exhibits 3.6-16 and 3.6-17). 

MM 3.6-2 Within 24 months of certification of the EIR, the Airport Manager shall develop a 
land use compatibility program addressing existing and future aviation noise 
levels. The program shall be an ongoing voluntary program that will provide noise 
attenuation and be available to all residential units within the 65 CNEL contour 
and schools within the 60 CNEL contour based on the contours published for 
Long Beach Airport for the previous calendar year (Quarterly Report for 12 month 
Period Ending December 31). In exchange for sound insulation treatment, the 
owners of the property will provide the City of Long Beach an avigation easement 
over said property. The program shall identify (1) methods of providing noise 
attenuation; (2) funding sources for the improvements; (3) methods for 
establishing priorities for implementing the improvements; and (4) an installation 
agreement. The land use compatibility program will be administered by the City 
of Long Beach, Airport Bureau. 

 
6.8 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Project Design Features 

PDF 3.7-1 The Proposed Project and the build scenarios include a number of features that 
would enhance public safety and security at the Airport. These features would 
reduce overcrowding and provide an expanded baggage screening area, which 
would also be enclosed to protect sensitive screening equipment.  
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Standard Conditions and Regulations  

SC 3.7-1 Prior to the initiation of construction activities, the City’s contractor shall prepare a 
Traffic Control Plan to ensure that adequate emergency access is maintained at 
the Airport during construction. As part of the Traffic Control Plan the contractor 
shall alert emergency and security service providers of the construction activities 
for each phase of construction. The Traffic Control Plan shall be submitted to the 
City Traffic Engineer for approval. 

SC 3.7-2 During project design, the facility improvements shall adhere to TSA, FAA, and 
all applicable standards including City of Long Beach fire code, building code, 
and safety code. Long Beach Fire Department shall review and approve design 
plans as part of the site plan review and building permit processes.  

SC 3.7-3 During construction activities, the relocation or modification of TSA facilities shall 
be coordinated with TSA to ensure that there is no compromise to the TSA 
function that would adversely affect TSA’s ability to perform its passenger and 
baggage security screening activities. 

SC 3.7-4 Prior to initiation of any modifications to the airfield side, the contractor shall 
provide a Construction Phasing Implementation Plan, meeting the approval of the 
Airport Manager. The Plan shall demonstrate how construction activities will be 
conducted and that all applicable FAA airfield safety requirements are being met. 
In addition, the contractor shall prepare a safety plan and participate in on-going 
weekly safety meetings during construction. 

6.9 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

The two impacted intersections along Lakewood Boulevard at Spring and Willow Streets are 
currently built out to the maximum feasible configuration. Additional improvements would require 
extensive right of way purchases that would impact several local businesses. Discussions with 
City staff indicate that no further lane additions are feasible at these two intersections. However, 
as discussed above, the impacts to these intersections under the Existing Plus Optimized 
Flights scenario are not expected until at a substantial number of the additional flights and 
associated passengers are added. For the Spring Street at Lakewood Boulevard intersection, 
the intersection would reach LOS E when approximately 375 additional AM peak hour trips or 
an increase of 3,500 ADPM passengers (45 percent of the total added) over 2005 conditions. At 
the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard intersection, the intersection currently operates at 
LOS E, and would exceed the 0.02 V/C impact threshold when approximately 675 additional AM 
peak hour trips or 6,340 additional ADPM passengers occur. Currently, the ADPM is 
9,246 passengers. Therefore, impacts would be expected if the ADPM level reached 
12,746 passengers. 

Though the Spring Street/Lakewood Boulevard intersection would still operate at a deficient 
level of service in the 2020, this is not an impact of the Proposed Project or the Optimized 
Flights scenario.  Elsewhere the improvements associated with the Douglas Park would 
accommodate the additional demand associated with the Optimized Flights scenario. The 
improvements for Douglas Park include various Adaptive Traffic Control System measures, 
which are expected to increase the saturation flow rate by 10 percent to 1,760 vehicles per 
hour. While these improvements are expected, they are not currently programmed in any capital 
improvement program; therefore, their implementation cannot be relied upon to mitigate the 
impacts of the Existing with Optimized Flights scenario. Though the Optimized Flights are not a 
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component of the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the following mitigation measure be 
adopted should the air carriers make the necessary adjustments to qualify for additional flight.  

MM 3.8-1 In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Optimized Flights) the City shall develop a 
traffic monitoring program when the ADPM passenger levels reach 12,700. The 
traffic monitoring program shall evaluate the LOS at the Spring Street and 
Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard 
intersections. If deficient LOS is identified, the City of Long Beach shall develop 
and implement a mitigation program that includes transportation management 
control measures to enhance the efficiency of traffic movement. Post 
implementation monitoring shall be required to ensure that sufficient capacity 
enhancement have been provided to accommodate the traffic associated with the 
increased passenger levels. If no deficiency in LOS is identified, the traffic 
monitoring of the key intersections shall be conducted on an annual basis or until 
such time as the improvements provided for as part of the Douglas Park project 
are implemented.  

With the Optimized Flights scenario the parking structure for the Airport would be 
insufficient to accommodate the additional passenger levels. Though the 
Optimized Flights scenario is not a component of the Proposed Project, the 
following mitigation measure is proposed to address this potential impact.  

MM 3.8-2 In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the 
Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (Optimized Flights) when the annual 
passenger levels reach 4.2 MAP the Airport Manager shall identify and develop 
additional on-site parking opportunities. This may include development of an 
additional parking structure within the Airport Entrance area. Implementation of 
the identified improvements would require separate documentation pursuant to 
CEQA.  
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SECTION 9.0 GLOSSARY 

9.1 GLOSSARY 

ADVERSE IMPACT: A term used to describe unfavorable, harmful, or detrimental 
environmental changes. Adverse impacts may be significant or not significant. 

AIR CARRIER: A scheduled carrier, certificated under Federal Aviation Regulations ("FAR") 
Part 121, 125, or 135, operating aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight of 
seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds or more, transporting passengers or cargo. 

AIRSIDE: Facilities principally related to the airfield. Airside facilities often include the runway 
and taxiway system, runway safety areas, the runway approach area, and associated 
equipment such as airfield lighting and navigational aids. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE (BMP): A BMP is any program, technology, process, siting 
criteria, operational method, measure, or device which controls, prevents, removes, or reduces 
pollution. 

CALIFORNIA NOISE STANDARDS: The Noise Standards for California Airports, as set forth in 
21 California Code of Regulations, Sections 5000, et seq. Unless otherwise stated, the terms 
used in this Chapter shall have the same meanings as set forth in the Noise Standards. 

CHARTER OPERATIONS: A revenue producing takeoff or landing, operated by a person or 
entity that is neither an Air Carrier nor a Commuter Carrier, using an aircraft having a 
certificated maximum takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds or more and 
transporting passengers or cargo. 

COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL (CNEL): A noise compatibility level established by 
California Administrative Code, Title 21, Section 5000. Represents a time-weighted 24-hour 
average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel. The CNEL includes an additional 5 dB 
adjustment to sounds occurring in the evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) and a 10dB adjustment to 
sound occurring in the late evening and early morning between (10 p.m. and 7 a.m.).  

COMMUTER AND COMMUTER CARRIER: A scheduled carrier, certificated under FAR Part 
121 or 135, operating aircraft having a certificated maximum takeoff weight less than seventy-
five thousand (75,000) pounds and transporting passengers or cargo. 

DECIBEL (dB): A unit for expressing the relative intensity (loudness) of sounds. The decibel is 
the logarithm of the ratio of the intensity of a given sound to the faintest sound discernible by the 
human ear. 

DEMAND: The number of users desiring service on the highway system, usually expressed as 
vehicles per hour or passenger cars per hour.  

DEMAND-TO-CAPACITY RATIO (D/C): The ratio of demand flow rate to capacity for a traffic 
facility.  

DRAINAGE: An area that collects and diverts rain water and urban runoff down slope. 

ENVIRONMENT: The physical conditions which exist within an area which will be affected by a 
proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
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historical or aesthetic significance. The area involved shall be the area in which significant 
effects would occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the project. The “environment” 
includes both natural and man-made conditions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: A detailed statement prepared under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) describing and analyzing the significant environmental 
effects of a project and discussing ways to mitigate or avoid the effects. 

EROSION: The process by which material is removed from the earth’s surface (including 
weathering, dissolution, abrasion, and transportation), most commonly by wind or water. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA): The FAA is an agency of the United States 
Department of Transportation and is the principal agency responsible for implementing federal 
law regulating aviation activities in the United States. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA): The federal agency under which 
the National Flood Insurance Program is administered. 

FIXED BASE OPERATORS (FBO): An operator of an aviation facility at a fixed location with 
access to the airfield. An FBO can be a full service or limited use facility. A full service FBO sells 
fuel, provides hangar space, and offers a variety of services such as flight instruction, flight 
charters, and maintenance. A limited use FBO would not offer fuel, and would be limited to 
hangar space, maintenance, or other support uses such as instrumentation or engine repairs. 

FLIGHT: One arrival and one departure by an aircraft. 

FLOOD: A general and temporary condition of partial or complete inundation of normally dry 
land areas from: (1) overflow of inland or tidal waters; (2) the unusual and rapid accumulation or 
runoff of surface waters from any source; (3) mudslides (i.e. mudflows) which are proximately 
caused by flood, and are akin to a river of liquid and flowing mud on the surface of normally dry 
land areas, as when earth is carried by a current of water and deposited along the path of the 
current; and (4) the collapse or subsidence of land along the shore of a lake or other body of 
water as a result of erosion or undermining caused by waves or currents of water exceeding the 
cyclical levels which result in flood.  

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP (FIRM): Official map of a community on which the 
administrator has delineated both the special hazard areas and the risk premium zones 
applicable to the community. 

FREIGHT: Goods to be sent as air cargo. 

GENERAL AVIATION: Aviation activity other than operations by Air Carriers, Commuter 
Carriers, Industrial operators, Charter operators, and “public” (i.e., government owned) aircraft.  

GENERAL PLAN: A compendium of city or county policies regarding long-term development, in 
the form of maps and accompanying text. A General Plan is a legal document required of each 
local agency by the State of California Government Code Section 65301 and adopted by a city 
council or board of supervisors. 

GROUNDWATER: Water under the earth’s surface, often confined to aquifers capable of 
supplying wells and springs. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIAL: A material or form of energy that could cause injury or illness to 
persons, livestock or the natural environment. 

HYDROLOGY: The study of the water cycle. 

INDUSTRIAL OPERATION: One takeoff or one landing of an aircraft having a certificated 
maximum gross takeoff weight of seventy-five thousand (75,000) pounds or more for purposes 
of production, testing, remanufacturing, or delivery by or under the control of a manufacturer 
based at the Airport. This definition does not include flights into or out of Long Beach for 
purposes of maintenance, retrofit, or repair.  

INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION (ICU): The technique used to assess the operation 
of an intersection. 

IMPACT: The effect, influence, or imprint of an activity or the environment. Impacts include: 
direct or primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place; 
indirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect or secondary effects may 
include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of 
land use, population density, or growth-rate and related effects on air and water and other 
natural systems, including ecosystems. 

IMPERVIOUS SURFACE: Ground surface that cannot be penetrated by water. It includes 
paved and compacted surfaces, as well as those covered by buildings. 

LAND USE: The purpose or activity for which a piece of land or its building is designed, 
arranged, or intended, or for which it is occupied or maintained. 

LAND USE PLAN: An adopted map depicting the approximate location of residential, 
commercial, public, semi-public, and private-uses, open space, and road systems with a 
statistical summary of areas and densities for these land uses. 

LANDFILL: An area of land or an excavation in which wastes are placed for permanent 
disposal, and that is not a land application unit, surface impoundment, injection well, or waste 
pile. 

LEVEL OF CONCERN (LOC): The concentration of a potentially hazardous material in the air 
above which there may be serious irreversible health effects or death as a result of a single 
exposure for a relatively short period of time. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS): A concept developed to quantify the degree of comfort afforded to 
drivers as they travel on a given roadway. The degree of comfort includes such elements as 
travel time, number of stops, total amount of stopped delay, etc. As defined in the Highway 
Capacity Manual, six grades are used to describe LOS, and are denoted A through F. 

MITIGATION MEASURE: Action taken to reduce or eliminate environmental impacts. Mitigation 
includes: avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; 
rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; reducing 
or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance during the life of the 
action; and compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP): A brief notice sent by a Lead Agency to notify responsible 
agencies, trustee agencies, and involved federal agencies that the Lead Agency plans to 
prepare an EIR for the project. The purpose of the notice is to solicit guidance from those 
agencies as to the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the 
EIR. 

NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System): NPDES is a national program for 
administering and regulating discharges to waterways according to the Clean Water Act, 
Sections 401 and 402. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board and the nine 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards are responsible for administering the NPDES storm 
water program. 

OPERATION: A takeoff or a landing of an aircraft at the Airport.  

RISK OF UPSET: The risk associated with potential explosions, fires, or release of hazardous 
substances in the event of an accident or natural disaster. 

SCAQMD: The agency responsible for protecting public health and welfare through the 
administration of federal and state air quality laws, regulations, and policies in the South Coast 
Air Basin. 

SENSITIVE RECEPTORS: Locations where individuals especially sensitive to chemical 
exposure (such as children, the infirm, and the elderly) or are expected to be located on a 
regular basis. These sites include hospitals, daycare centers, and schools. Sensitive receptors 
were evaluated with residential exposure duration assumptions. 

SINGLE EVENT NOISE EXPOSURE LEVEL (SENEL): SENEL is the single event aircraft noise 
descriptor commonly used in California as a result of regulatory requirements by the California 
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. It is essentially identical to the equivalent 
federal descriptor known as “SEL.”  

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: As defined by CEQA, a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, 
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. 
An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant. The lead agency will determine whether 
a project may have a significant effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light 
of the whole record. 

SOLID WASTE: Any non-hazardous garbage, refuse or sludge, which is primarily solid but may 
also include portions of liquid, semi-solid or contained gaseous material resulting from 
residential, industrial, commercial, agricultural, mining operations and community activities. 

SURFACE WATER: Water in lakes, streams or rivers, as distinct from subsurface groundwater. 

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANT (TAC): Airborne chemical compounds determined by the U.S. EPA 
and the California EPA, including the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and 
the California Air Resources Board, to pose a potential threat to public health. 

THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE: Impact criteria which determines whether a project causes a 
significant impact. 
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VIEWSHED: The surface area that is visible from a given viewpoint or series of viewpoints. It is 
also the area from which that viewpoint or series of viewpoints may be seen. The viewshed aids 
in identifying the views that could be affected by the proposed action. 

VOLUME: The number of persons or vehicles passing a point on a lane, roadway or other 
traffic-way during some time interval, often one hour, expressed in vehicles, bicycles, or persons 
per hour.  

VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO (V/C): The ratio of flow rate to capacity for a transportation 
facility.  

VULNERABILITY ANALYSIS: A method of analysis which identifies areas in the community that 
may be affected or exposed, individuals in the community who may display enhanced sensitivity 
to certain specific hazardous materials, and what facilities, property, or environment may be 
susceptible to damage should a hazardous materials release occur. 

VULNERABLE ZONE: An area surrounding a site of a potential accident that could experience 
concentrations of released hazardous materials at levels sufficient to cause adverse health 
effects. 

ZONING: The division of a municipality into districts for the purpose of regulating land uses, 
types of buildings, required yards and setbacks, parking and other prerequisites to 
development. Zones are generally shown on a map and the text of the zoning ordinance 
contains requirements for each zoning category. 
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